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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s important that those who have Queen’s Bench interlocutory 
appeals in the list should be prepared for their coming into the 
daily paper very speedily, as, there being only two of the members 
of the court available, that class of business will be continued in 


Court of Appeal No. 1 from day to day, without regard to the 
arrangements of the sittings paper. 





Tue 11tNess of Lord Justice Bowen has kept him away from his 
duties for the whole of this week, and it is not certain that he will 
be able to resume work on Monday. Lord Esuer aleo has been 

laid up with a bad cold, and, as a consequence, Lord Justice Fry, 
the other member of Court of Appeal No. 1, has been left at 
liberty, and on two days has eat with Mr. J ustice MatHew as & 
divisional court. 





Wirn THe arproacn of the meeting of Parliament there comes 
up again the question of the Land Transfer Bill. It was an- 
nounced many weeks ago, on ‘the highest authority,” that 
this will be the one Bill of the Government which will be 
pressed forward at the very commencement of the ression. It is 
also believed that the measure of last year will this session be 
split into two Bills, as suggested by Lord Dexsx; the one con- 
taining the provisions as to seateatlon of title, and 'the other the 
‘amendments of law of real property” comprised in Part 4 of 
last year’s measure. It need hardly be said that the warning 
afforded by ‘‘ the highest authority’ received the prompt 
attention of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. We 
believe that preparations have been in progress for several weeks, 
and that, when the time comes for action, it will be found that 
everything is ready for the creation of a thoroughly organizei 
resistance to any proposal to make registration compulsory. 





In rue recent case of Re Roberts (38 W. R. 225, 43 Ch. D. 52) 
Mr. Justice Kay decided, according to the headnote in each report, 
that ‘‘a solicitor cannot charge bis client with profit costs for the 
preparation of a mortgage from the client to himself.” The solici- 
tor, whose claim for costs was thus disallowed, presented an appeal 
from the decision, and the appeal was in the list of Court of App-~al 
No. 2 for hearing on Wednesday lust, but it was dismissed, without 
entering into the merits, upon the preliminary objection that the 
notice of appeal had been given too late. For the present, there- 
fore, the opinion of the Court of Appeal, upon a point which 
appears to be somewhat bare of authority, will not be obtained, 
and it may be useful to notice the grounds upon which Mr. J ustice 
Kay based his judgment. A client in 1880 requested his solicitor 
to procure him a sum of £2,100 on mortgage. Of this the solicitor 
could only obtain £1,200, and it was arranged that that sum 
should be lent on a firet mortgage, while he himself advanced the 
balance of £900 on a second mortgage. Both mortgages were pre- 
pared by him, and in 1889 he delivered his bill for them under the old 
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. A taxation took place, and both the reports above referred 
to state that the whole of the costs of preparing the second mortgage 
were disallowed. The arguments, however, and, at any rate, the 
commencement of the judgment, seem to shew that this is a mis- 
take, and that all that was disallowed was profit costs, though it is 
by no means clear that any such limitation is required in the latter 
part of the judgment. This is put upon a sufficiently curious 
ground. The only way, said the judge, in which a mortgagee’s 
costs can be recovered is for the solicitor to charge them 
to the mortgagee, who in turn can charge them to the mort- 
gagor. But where the solicitor is the mortgagee, as the first 
charge capnot be made, so neither can the second. The 
easiest answer to this seems to be that it puts the cart before 
the horse. The primary fact is that a mortgagee is entitled to his 
costs as against the mortgagor. The next point to be considered 
is, what are those costs? So far as relates to litigation, it used 
to be the law that a solicitor mortgagee was entitled only to coste 
out of pocket: Sclater v. Cottam (5 W. R. 744), but this appears 
to have been overruled by Re Donaldson (27 Ch. D. 544) which 
was decided soon after London Scottish Benefit Society v. Chorley 
(32 W. R. 523, 13 Q. B. D. 872.) The latter case did not concern 
mortgagee solicitors, but solicitors generally appearing in person, 
and it was held that they were entitled to all costs except such as 
were rendered unnecessary by the fact of the party being himself a 
solicitor. Here the principle of the merger of the two persons was 
applied in a reasonable way, and was allowed to reduce the costs 
without destroying them. But as to the general question of a 
solicitor charging profit costs, it was pointed out that if this was 
not allowed, the solicitor would simply employ somebody else. 
Clearly this applies to non-contentious as much as to contentious 
business, and it is unfortunate that the Court of Appeal have not 
had a chance of saying so. A further objection to Mr. Justice Kay's 
judgment is that the principle on which it is based seems to prevent 
the mortgagee solicitor from recovering even his expenses out of 
pocket. These too, in ordinary cases, are, in theory, included in 
the bill to the mortgagee, but in the present case we are told no 
such bill exists. How then, if the judgment is correct, are they 
to be got out of the mortgagor at all ? 





Youre Gentlemen intending to perpetrate law books are hereby 
warned against taking up the subject of ‘‘ conciliatory letters.” 
The branch of law relating to that subject is still in process of 
active development. A few weeks ago, upon the rash assumption 
that the Court of Appeal intended to retain the position they had 
taken up on this subject, we ventured to construct and publish in 
these columns (ante, p. 2) a little treatise, with appendix of forms 
’ complete, such as, we venture to think, if it had been published as 
@ separate work, would have been described, in the classic language 
of reviews, either as ‘‘ the most useful work out on correspondence,”’ 
or as “admirable in general ‘get up.’” This week, however, 
the Court of Appeal has been busily engaged in the process of 
* climbing down ”’ from the position aforesaid, with the result that 
our treatise has already become antiquated. We are too much dis- 
heartened to attempt a new and revised edition. But we think we 
may usefully lay before our readers a digest of the decisions, so far 
as they have yet gone; prefixing the warning, usually attached to 
picture-gallery catalogues on private view days, that the subject is 
** under revision ”’ :— 

Rule 175 of the Divorce Rules requires ‘‘ A wRITTEN DEMAND FOR 
COHABITATION AND RESTITUTION OF CONJUGAL RIGHTS’’ to be made 
** by the petitioner upon the party to be cited.” 

The “ written demand ”’ must Ss made by “the petitioner” ; not 
by his or her solicitors: per Burr, J., in Field v. Field (37 W. R. 


134), 

The ‘‘ written demand ” need not be made personally by the peti- 
tioner, and may be made by his or her solicitors: per Court of 
Appeal in the same case (ubi supra). 

But a letter by the petitioner’s solicitors ‘‘ demanding for her forth- 
with cohabitation and restitution of conjugal rights,’ and 
threatening proceedings in default of compliance, is not a 
*‘ written demand for cohabitation and restitution of conjugal 
rights ’’ within the meaning of rule 175: yer Oourt of Appeal in 
the same case. 

The letter seeking restitution of conjugal rights ‘‘ ought to be a 
conciliatory letter, such as might lead to a friendly reunion of 
husband and wife’: per Oorron, L.J., Jb. ‘‘The rule . . . 
contemplates a conciliatory letter”: per Linpizy, L.J., 1b. “I 
agree’: per Bown, L.J., Jb. 





A letter written by the petitioner's solicitors, but signed by the 
petitioner, giving “‘ notice’? to her husband of her “ desire to 
cohabit and live with him,” but proceeding: ‘‘I demand from 
you a full restitution of the conjugal rights you have deprived 
me of,” and threatening proceedings in default of compliance, 
is not a “written demand,” &c., within the meaning of rule 
175, inasmuch as it is not a conciliatory letter, such as might 
lead to a friendly reunion: per Burt, J., in Smith v. Smith (re. 
ported elsewhere), 

But the learned judge had not sufficiently considered the important 
distinctions between Field v. Field and the present case. Here, 
On. the body of the letter is in the handwriting of the 
petitioner's solicitors, it is signed by the petitioner. It is there. 

fere not ‘an ordinary solicitor’s letter.’ Moreover, although the 

latter part is to the same effect as the letter in Field v. Field, it ig 

refaced by a ‘‘ notice” of the petitioner’s “desire to cohabit and 
ive with you.” ‘‘ Although she demanded a restitntion of con- 
jugal rights [and threatened proceedings in default], that was in 
reference to what she had p ve said—namely, that she was 
desirous of again cohabiting with her husband.’’ On this ground 
the letter is a proper *‘ written demand” within the meanirg of 
rule 175: per Corron, L.J., in Smith v. Smith (ubi supra), Linney 
and Lorzs, L.J., concurring. 


Semble, (1) a petitioner who demands restitution of conjugal 
rights does not thereby necessarily intimate a desire to resume 
cohabitation ; (2) a demand and threat of proceedings, signed by 
the petitioner’s solicitor, is not a conciliatory letter; (3) a demand 
and threat of proceedings, plus a formal notice of desire to 
resume cohabitation, in the handwriting of the petitiorer’s solici- 
tors but signed by the petitioner, is a conciliatory le!ter. 





An riportant rale of practice was laid down by the Court of 
Appeal in Re Giles, Tie Real and Personal Advance Co. v. 
Mitchell, on Tuesday last. Motions to discharge or vary orders 
made by a judge in chambers are expressly authorized by section 
50 of the Judicature Act, 1873; but neither the Judicature Acts 
nor the R. 8. C. fix any limit of time within which a notice of 
motion to discharge or vary an order made by a judge of the 
Chancery Division in chambers is to be given. Where, however, 
the order made by the judge in chambers is interlocu/ory, it has 
been established that a notice of motion to discharge or vary it is 
required to be given within twenty-one days from the date when 
such interlocutory order has been pronounced: see Lewis v. Lewis 
(31 Ch. D. 623). But until the case of Re Johnson, Manchester 
District Banking Co.v. Beales (decided by Kay, J., on July 26, 1889, 
and reported in the Wrrxty Reporter of August 17, 1889, and in 
the December number of the Law Reports—42-*Ch. D. 505) the 
question as to the limit of time for giviog notice of motion to dis- 
charge or vary a final order made by a judge in chambers remained 
uncovered by authority. In that case, however, Mr. Justice Kay, 
though expressing his opinion that the order there was an inter- 
locutory order, nevertheless stated his view to be that no longer 
time should be allowed for giving notice of motion to discharge a 
final order made by a judge in chambers than that allowed for 
giving notice of motion to discharge an interlocutory order so 
made. In the present case, Mr. Justice Nort, on July 26, 1889, 
made an order in chambers dismissing an originating summons as 
against two of the defendants. In dismissing the summons he said 
he would like to have the case reheard in court. On November 16, 
1889, the plaintiff gave notice of motion before Mr. Justice Norta 
to discharge the order of July 26. The motion came on for hearing 
on November 22, and counsel for the defendants objecting that 
the notice of motion was out of time, not having been given 
within twenty-one days from July 26, and citing Re John- 
son (37 W. R. 765), Mr. Justice Norrn allowed the objection, 
and made no order on the motion (see the report, ante, p. 
79). The plaintiff, on December 7, 1889, gave one notice 
of appeal from the orders both of July 26 and November 22. 
Preliminary objection to the appeal being heard was taken on 
behalf of the respondents, on the ground that there had been no 
effective motion to discharge the order made in chambers, and that 
no certificate had been given by the judge below, and therefore 
that, under section 50 of the Judicature Act, 1873, no appeal lay. 
Counsel for the appellant thereupon applied to the court to give 
special leave to appeal, on the ground that the mistake (if any) as 
to the time for giving notice of motion to discharge the order in 
chambers arose from the fact that there was no enactment or rule 





of court fixing a limit of time within which a notice of motion to 
discharge a final order made in chambers should be given, and no 
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authority on the point until the case of Re Johnson (ubi sup.), 
which was only decided in July, 1889, and which case, counsel 
stated, he had seen no report of until the report in the WEExkLy 
Reporter was cited before Mr. Justice Norra when the case 
came on before him on November 22. The Court of Appeal 
considered these circumstances sufficient to justify the court 
in giving the appellant special leave to appeal from the order 
made in chambers, and that the Court of Appeal had power to give 
such leave under section 50 of the Judicature Act, 1873, Lord 
Justice Corron said that it was a mistake to suppose that a motion 
to discharge an order made in chambers was to be treated as an 
appeal ; and he fully agreed with the view expressed by Mr. Justice 
Kay in Re Johnson, that the time for giving notice of motion to 
discharge an order made in chambers, whether final or interlocu- 
tory, was twenty-one days from the date when the order was pro- 
nounced ; and ‘‘ in future,” said the Lord Justice, “I desire it to 
be understood that that is to be the established rule of practice.” 





Amone soxicrrors who act for urban authorities there is a 
difference of opinion, which manifests itself in diversity of practice, 
as to the proper mode of enforcing a charge upon land under 
section 257 of the Public Health Act, 1875, for the expenses of 
works executed under section 150 of the same Act. Cases fre- 
quently occur in which urban authorities find it desirable to 
enforce the charge sgainst the land, rather than the summary 
personal remedy against the owner. In such cases, it is the 
custom of some authorities to issue a writ for foreclosure or sale, 
while others habitually adopt the cheaper and speedier process of 
an originating summons under R. 8. C., ord. 55, r. 5a. By 
plaintiffs of the first class doubts are entertained whether an urban 
authority entitled to such a charge comes within the words of the 
rule “any mortgagee whether legal or equitable . 
or any person having the right to foreclose any mortgage, 
whether legal or equitable.” That an urban authority is a “‘ person” 
within the meaning of the rule seems clear from ord. 71, r. 1. 
But the word ‘‘ mortgage” is not defined by either the Judicature 
Acts or the Rulesof Court, and the only question is whetherastatutory 
charge is an equitable mortgage for purposes of procedure. Upon 
this point we conceive that there is but little room for doubt. 
The words of section 257 of the Public Health Act, 1875, 
are not, indeed, so wide as those of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 13, 
under which a charge has been held to be, in effect, an equitable 
mortgage and to be enforceable as such (3 Dr. & War. 195, 1 De 
G. M. & G. 530), but after the decision in Tottenham Local Board 
v. Rowell (15 Ch. D. 378) it would be hopeless to argue that a 
charge under the section in question is not equivalent to an 
equitable mortgage. Moreover, it is clearly ‘‘a mortgage” 
within section 2 (vi.) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, so as to 
enable the court to direct a sale under section 25 of that Act; 
and to hold it to be a mortgage for one purpose of procedure and 
not for another would be a decision more amusing than logical. 
We understand that the point has been raised in chambers by 
several defendants to originating summonses; but we have not 
heard of any cases in which they have had the courage to carry 
this contention so far as an adjournment into court. Nor do we 
think that the suggestion by a mortgagor that his mortgagee 
ought to have put him to greater expense would find favour with 
the court. On the other hand, we are not aware of any case in 
which an urban authority who proceeded by way of writ has been 
allowed only the costs of an originating summons; but if the 
point were to be taken by a defendant, there would be considerable 
risk cf such a result: 





No one can povst the good sense of the decision of Mr. 
Baron Portock and Mr. Justice Hawkins in Hay v. Justices 
of the Tower Division, but whether it is equally good in 
law is not so clear. Hay was convicted of felony, and sub- 
sequently received a free pardon. He then applied for the 
transfer of a licence, and this was refused on the ground 
that he was a “person convicted of felony” under 33 & 34 
Vict. c. 29, s. 14. The question, therefore, arose whether the 
free pardon could remove this statutory disability attached to 
the conviction. As to the ordinary consequences that follow upon 


Thus in Cuddington v. Wilkins (Hobart, 81) it is said that 
‘“‘the King’s pardon doth not only clear the offence itself, but ail 
the penalties, dependencies, and disabilities incident to it.” That 
wes a question of the presumption of guilt arising from the 
prisoner breaking prison, and it was held that if the King 
pardoned the breaking of prison, the presumption was gone. 
Viewing the matter in another light, Currry lays down the 
proposition (Criminal Law, I., 775) that the effect of a pardon ‘‘is 
not merely to prevent the infliction of the punishment denounced 
by the sentence, but to give to the defendant a new capacity, 
credit, and character.” But it is obvious that other considerations 
arise when the King’s pardon comes into conflict with a disability 
attached by statute to the mere fact of conviction, and the dis- 
tinction is recognized in the cases. Thus in RB. vy. Weedon (3 
Salk. 264) Hort, C.J., said that where the disability was part of 
the judgment by Act of Perliament, as in conviction of perjury 
upon the statute, there the King’s pardon could not remove it, 
though a general pardon (that is, one by Act of Parliament) 
might ; on the contrary, where the disability was only con- 
sequential, as upon an attainder, there the King’s pardon 
would take it away. Upon this ground, since the statute 
againet perjury (5 Eliz. c. 9) attached to conviction disability 
to give evidence, the King’s pardon could not render the 
convict a good witness. The present case can hardly be distin- 
guished from this, as the disability to hold a licence is attached by 
statute to the mere fact of conviction. The chief difficulty in the 
matter springs, of course, from our hopelessly illogical way of 
reversing improper convictions by a grant of a free pardon. In 
law the innocent person so psrdoned cannot be distinguished from 
the felon who wins bis perdon by turning Queen’s evidence; and, 
in considering the effect cf the free pardon, the judges are bound 
to consider, as Pottocx, B., and Hawxrss, J., did, the ease of the 


former. There is, ther, a natural reluctance to retain any conse- 


quence of the conviction, statutory or otherwise, and this led to 
the sweeping away of the statutory disability in the present 
instance. An opposite conclusion might, however, have been more 
strictly correct, and would have been likely to lead to an al 
tion of the law. ; i 





Few ru es of law have been more universal y condemned than 
that laid down in Talbot v. Duke of Shrewsbury (Wh. & Ta. Lead. 
Cas. in Eq., ii., 378), that where a debtor bequeaths to his creditor 
a sum as great as, or greater than, the debt, this is, apart from 
special circumstances, to be treated as a satisfaction of the debt. 
In other words, there is a presumption in favour of satisfaction to 
which the courts will give effect, although it has been recognized 
over and over again that the result is usually contrary both to 
natural justice and the probable intention of the testator. The 
easiest way of rebutting the presumption is, of course, to shew 
that the will contains a direction for the payment of debts and 
legacies, this being regarded by Lord Chancellor Kiya, in 
Chancey’s case (1 P. W. 408), as an express direction that the debt 
and legacy in question should be separately paid, and it has been 
frequently held that a direction to pay debts merely has the same 
effect. A contrary decision was, indeed, given by Woon, V.C., in 
Edmunds vy. Low (3 K. & J. 318), where it was thought that the 
direction to pay debts was not sufficient to rebut the presumption of 
satisfaction ; but subsequent judges have seen greater force in it 
(Oole v. Willard, 25 Beav. 568; Atkinson v. Littlewood, L. R.18 
Eq. 595), and these later cases have been followed by Mr. Justice 
Kay in his recent decision in Bradshaw v. Huish (38 W. R. 199). 
The direction there was that all debts should be paid at once, and it 
was argued that this was inserted only with reference to the time 
of payment, and was not a general direction to pay debts which 
could be effectual for the above p . This is a refinement, 
however, which could hardly be allowed to interfere with 
plain rule which is now established, and so the court held. It 
would be more satisfactory still if the presumption in favour of 
satisfaction could be got rid of altogether. If a testator who owes 
a debt intends to pay it by a legacy, he will probably say so, and 
in the absence of any suck direction it may fairly be presumed 
that he means the legacy to be quite separate from the debt. 





Last wEEK, in answer to the question of a correspondent,’ we 





& conviction, there is no doubt that a pardon will clear them away. 


stated that a high bailiff cannot be compelled to levy exevution 
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upon goods in the possession of the execution debtor which are 
claimed by a third person, and that, moreover, the remedy by 
interpleader proceedings is not applicable to such a state of things. 
It has, however, been suggested to us that an adequute remedy is 
provided in such a case by ord. 25, r. 3, of the County Court Rules, 
1889, which is in the following terms, namely: ‘‘In case of any 
judgment or order, if any difficulty shall arise in or about the 
execution or enforcement thereof, any party interested may apply 
to the judge or registrar, and the judge or registrar may make such 
order thereon for the attendance and examination of any party or 
otherwise as may be just.” We did not, in our former remarks, 
refer to this rule, because, in our opinion, it is very doubtful 
whether it applies under the circumstances above mentioned. We 
are, however, very far from saying, in the absence of any decision 
on the subject, that it does not apply. But our impression is that 
the rule in question refers rather to garnishee proceedings than to 
any others. . 








RESETTLEMENTS OF FAMILY ESTATES. 
I. 


Ir is well known that a large proportion of the land in this country 
is held by members of a comparatively small number vf families, 
and that the possession is sought, as far as possible, to be preserved 
in these families by means of a eeries of resettlements, each of 
which is founded on a disentailer of the first estate in tail male or 
in tail limited by the immediately preceding settlement. By this 
means, until recently, it was possible to secure that the particular 
lands and hereditaments originally settled should he specifically 
kept in the family throughout successive generations, except so far 
as the property was rendered alienable by way of sale or exchange, 
under express powers in the successive deeds of settlement, which 
were usually inserted for the sake of convenience, but were 
exercisable only with the concurrence of several persons, or under 
an order of the court. Now, however, by the operation of the 
Settled Land Acts, no settlement, however strict, can prevent the 
alienation by the tenant for life for the time being in possession, 
at his own will and pleasure, of the whole or any part of the 
settled Jands, except the principal mansion house and demesnes 
and iands usually held therewith, for the disposal of which he 
must obtain the consent of the trustees or of the court. Upona 
sale of settled lands, the lands sold are discharged ‘from the 
“limitations, powers, and provisions of the settlement and from all 
estates, interests, and charges subsisting or to arise thereunder” 
(with certain exceptions), which limitations, &c., attach to the 
proceeds of sale, which, for all purposes of disposition, tranemission, 
and devolution retain the character of land. 

Resettlements of family estates are sometimes effected after the 
first tenant in tail comes into possession, but more frequently upon 
the coming of age or marriage of the eldest son of the tenant for 
life in possession, or other the person entitled as first tenant in tail 
in remainder expectant on the decease of the tenant for life. Few 
Occasions arise in the practice of a solicitor or conveyancing counsel 
which are likely to place him in a position of greater delicacy and 
responsibility than when he is required to advise as to what are 
fair and proper terms upon the resettlement of a family estate, as 
between a tenant for life in possession and a first tenant in tail in 
remainder, especially where the parties stand in the relation of 
fatter and son. It is proposed to notice some of the points which 
should be carefully borne in mind in negotiating and carrying out 
arrangements for resettlements of this nature. 

Agreements for the resettlement of family estater, if their terms 
are entered into and carried out in good faith and with full under- 
standing of their effect, and if they sre reasonable and for the 
general benefit of the family, are regarded with favour by the 
courts, as tending to preserve the inheritance, and will, in proper 
cases, be specifically enforced (Stapilton v. Stapilton, 1 Atk. 2). 
Thus in Gordon v. Gordon (3 Swanst., at p. 463) Lord Expon 
observed that ‘‘ where family agreements have been fairly entered 
into, without concealment or imposition on either side, with no 
suppression of what is true or suggestion of what is false, then, 
although the _— may have greatly misunderstood their situa- 
tion and mi their rights, a court of equity will not disturb 
thst quiet, which is the consequence of that agreement (see also 
Jenner y. Jenner, 2 De G. F. & J. 359). But, owing to the mutual 





relation of the parties and other circumstances, such agreements 
are specially Jiable to be impugned on the following grounds—viz,, 
(1) ignorance or mistake as to rights; (2) undue influence ; and 
(3) unfairness of the terms agreed upon. 

(1) Ignorance or mistake as to rights.— When a settle. 
ment is contemplated upon or soon after the coming of age 
of an eldest son or other tenant in tail in remainder, his youth 
and presumable lack of legal and practical experience impose 
upon the family solicitor an imperative duty to assure him. 
self that the tenant in tail clearly understands the nature and 
extent of his rights, and the effect upon those rights of the pro- 
posed arrangement. These rights are very material and important. 
A tenant in tail may, during the continuance of the prior life 
estate, by deed enrolled in the Chancery Division, without the con- 
currence or consent of the tenant for life, convert his estate tail 
into a base fee, that is to say, an estate in fee simple determinable 
only on failure of the issue under the entail; and he can freely 
charge or alienate the estate thus acquired on comparatively 
favourable terms. Or he may, if he prefer it, wait in the expecta- 
tion of his surviving the tenant for life, and, on then coming into 
possession, bar the estate tail, and convert himself into an owner of 
the absolute fee simple of the property. 

The wilful concealment of any material matter affecting such 
rights would, of course, amount to fraud, and render the resettle. 
ment liable to be set aside by the tenant in tail on that ground, 
unless barred by delay or acquiescence. Where, however, a family 
settlement has been acted on for many years, so that- third parties 
have acquired rights thereunder, or if the tenant in tail has 
expressly or by acquiescence impliedly affirmed the settlement, he 
will not generally be allowed to call its validity in question (see 
Dimsdale v. Dimsdale, 5 De G. M. & G., at p. 575; Bouwlty v. 
Mackay, 31 Beav. 143). But the liability of family resettle- 
ments to be set aside, on the ground of ignorance or mistake, 
is of wide application, and extends to cases where there is no sugges- 
tion of wilful misrepresentation or concealment. Such instruments 
will not, as a general rule, be supported if founded on a mistake as 
to facts of one party, to which the other party is, however innocently, 
accessory (see Tate v. Williamson, L. R. 2 Ch. 55; Fane v. 
Fane, L. R. 20 Eq. 698). As regards a mistake by a party as to a 
matter of law, the maxim “ ignorantia juris neminem excusat” 
must generally prevail. The court has nevertheless power, ina 
proper case, to relieve against mistakes in law as well as against 
mistakes in fact. Where, however, in the absence of fraud, a 
tenant in tail in remainder has been erroneously advised on a point 
of law affecting his rights, the court will require to be satisfied 
that his concurrence in the settlement was determined, or materially 
inflaenced, by the mistake, before relieving him from the conse- 
quences of the mistake (Stone v. Godfrey, 5 DeG. M. & G., ut 
p- 90). 

A mutual mistake, common to all parties, with regard to a 
material fact relating to their respective rights will render a 
settlement liable to be set aside. This is, indeed, a general rule, 
which applies not only to settlements, but to all matters of con- 
tract. The rule is thus laid down by Lord Wzsrsvry in Oooper 
v. Phipps (a fishery case) (L. R. 2 H. L., at p. 170): ‘It is said 
‘ignorantia juris haud excusat,’ but in that maxim the word 
‘jus’ is used in the sense of denoting general law, the ordinary 
law of the country. But when the word ‘jus’ is used in the 
sense of denoting a private right, that maxim has no application. 
Private right of ownership is a matter of fact; it may be the 
result also of a matter of law; but if parties contract under a 
mutual mistake and misapprehension as to their relative and 
respective rights, the result is that the agreement is liable to be 
set aside as having proceeded under a common mistake.” Thus in 
several cases family arrangements have been set aside or varied 
as being founded on mistakes, which appeared to have been 
common to all parties concerned, as to matters of mixed law 
and fact, affecting their rights (Dunnage v. White, 1 Swanst. 
187; Stockley v. Stockley, 1 Ves. & B. 23; Ashurst v. Mill, 7 
Ha. 502). It is, therefore, important that all material facts, and 
doubts as to facts, relating to the tenant in tail’s rights should be 
fully explained to him; but if he is fully informed on this point 
he will generally be assumed, if the terms of the arrangement are 
fair and reasonable, to know the legal consequences of his acte, 
and will be bound by the arrangement, even though it should 
turn out to have been founded on a mistake common to all parties 
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(Frank v. Frank, 1 Ch. Cas. 84; Pullen v. Reading, 2 Atk. 587; 
Marshal! vy. Oollett, 1 Y. & C. Ex. 232). And, indeed, the 
relu: tance of the courts to disturb arrangements entered into in 
good fuith, and the terms of which are reasonable and generally 
advantageous to the family concerned, is so great that in several 
eases such arrangements have been sustained, notwithstanding 
mutual mistakes as to matters of fact (see Neale v. Neale, 1 
Keen, 672; Heap v. Tonge, 9 Hare, 9). In Baker v. Bradley (7 
De G. M. & G, st p. 620), Turner, L.J., said that “ Even 
ignorance of rights, if equal on both sides, may not avail to 
impeach the transaction.” But it would hardly seem safe to rely 
upon the unqualified acceptance of this dictum except under 
special circumstences. 

If the parties to an arrangement are aware that there are doubts 
as to any matter of fact or law affecting their respective righte, and 
it is shewn that the arrangement was entered into on that footing, 
they will not be allowed to call the transaction in question because 
the doubt is tubsequently cleared up, and it turns out that the 
rights are beyond doubt those of one party exclusively. It 
will, in such a case, be presumed that the arrangement was 
made by way of compromise to provide for such a contingency. 
In the leading case of Stapilton v. Stapilton (1 Atk., at p. 10), 
Lord Harpwicre had been reported as stating that, in the case of 
Cann v. Cann (1 P. Wms. 727), it was laid down by Lord Macctzs- 
FIELD thet an agreement entered into upon a supposition of a right, 
or of a doubtful right, though it comes out that the right was on 
the other s'de, shall be binding. But Lord Expon, in the case of 
Stockley v. Stockley (1 Ves. & B,, at p. 31), thus commented on 
Lord Maccresrrety’s expressions: “I had a doubt whether what 
is, in Svapilton v. Stapilton, represented as falling from Lord 
MaccresFiELp could have been his language. If a doubt is raised 
between the parties as to their rights, and, adverting to that, they 
ecme to an agreement, and that is a reasonable agreement in family 
matters, the court goes a long way to carry it into execution. But 
my difficulty was that there might be a supposition of right 
w thout a doubt upon it; and that would be too much to execute 
i greements entered into upon such a supposition, if unfounded.” 

An examination of the numerous cases in which questions have 
arisen as to the liability of rettlements to be set aside on the ground 
of ignorance or mistake renders it difficult to lay down any definite 
rules on the subject. But the leading principles underlying the 
decisions seem to be as follows:—that a person seeking to invali- 
date a settlement on such ground is more likely to succeed if the 
mistake related to matters of fact affecting his rights than if it re- 
lated to a matter which was simply, or even partly, one of law; 
and this, whether the mistake was that of himself only or common 
to all parties ;. but that the court will be loath to set aside an 
arrangement entered into in good faith, on the ground of ignorance 
or mistake, whether of fact or of law, unless satisfied that the terms 
are unreasonable, and that the party complaining of the arrange- 
ment entered into it only, or, at all events, mainly, by reason of 
the mistake. 

The practical conclusion is, that a family solicitor, negotiating a 
resettlement, should be carefal to prevent the possibility of future 
allegations by a tenant in tail that he was, at the time of the 
arrangement, under any misapprehension as to his rights, by fully 
explaining to him all matters of fact and law relating to those 
rights ; by pointing out all doubts as to rights, and seeing that they 
are adverted to in the deed of settlement, and by preserving a 
record of the fact that the explanation was made and understood. 








TRANSFER OF SHARES BY EXECUTORS OF 
DECEASED SHAREHOLDERS. 


In the recent case of Barton v. London and North-Western Rail- 
way Oo (38 W. R. 197, 24 Q. B. D. 77) a somewhat curious point was 
taken on behalf of the defendants, which involved the determination 
of a question of considerable interest to executors. The facts of the 
case were briefly these. The plaintiff, Ann Banton, and one 
Tomas Barton were the executors of a will. The testator having 
died possessed of stock in the defendants’ company, the executors 
had left the probate of the will at the company’s offices for regis- 
tration, and their names had been placed on the register of share- 
holders as follows: —‘‘ The executors of Samver Barton, Tomas 





Banton and Ann Banton.” The plaintiff’s co-executor hed after- 
wards fraudulently sold portions of the stock, and signed and exe- 
cuted transfers of the stock sold, forging in each casa the signature 
of the plaintiff to the transfer. These transfers were registered by 
the defendants. The fraud being afterwards discovered, the plein- 
tiff claimed that, the transfers being null and void, she was entitled 
to have the register rectified by registering her in respect of the 
amounts of stock in question. 

The point taken by way of defence by the deferdants was as 
follows :—They admitted that, if the executors had been en‘ered 
on the register as joint shareholders, a transfer by both wou'd have 
been necessary ; but they contended that the executors had never 
been entered on the register as shareholders but merely in a repre- 
sentative capacity as executors of a deceased shareholder; and, 
that being so, the general doctrine of law with regard to disposition 
of personal property vested in executors applied, and a transfer of 
the stock by one executor was valid; and therefore the fact that 
the plaintitt’s signature was forged was im-usterial, and the com- 
papy were justified in registering the transfers, and could not be 
compelled to re-transfer the stock. The point was, no doubt, an 
ingenious one, but we cannot help thinking that, whatever the 
result might have been in law, the defendants’ contention certainly 
contravenes one’s notions of business. As the Master of the Rolls 
said, it was clear that the forger had no idea that the law was as 
contended for, otherwise he need not have forged his co-executor’s 
signature. And it may be strongly suspected that, until the com- 
pany took legal advice with reference to the exigency of the par- 
ticular case, they had no such idea. We feel very little doubt that 
no railway company ever accepted as valid a transfer of shares or 
stock by one only of two executors whose names were on the 
register. 

In the case in question it was decided by the Court of Appeal 
that the two executors had become joint stock-holders in their 
personal capacity by being registered as they were, and therefore 
the peculiar doctrine as to executors did not apply, and the trans- 
fers required to be executed by both of them. The decision 
turned entirely on the 18th section of the Companies Clauses 
Consolidation Act, 1845, to the provisions of which the defend- 
ant company was subject. That section is the section providing 
for the transmission of shares in companies under the Act—i.e., 
their devolution in any other way than by deed of transfer. The 
Court of Appesl held, on the terms of that section, that executors 
registered under it in the register of shareholders become share- 
holders in their personal capacity, and thet persons cannot be 
registered in the register of shareholders in a merely representa- 
tive capacity, and therefore the executors must be taken to have 
been registered as shareholders in their personal capacity, though 
described as executors. Certain observations of Lord Sernorwr’s 
in Buchan's case (4 App. Cas. 583, at p. 595) (one of the cases 
arising out of the Glasgow Bank failure) were cited in favour of 
the defendants’ contention that the executors were only registered 
ia a representative capacity, but it was pointed out that that case 
arose under the Companies Act, 1862, and that, whatever the 
exact effect of those observations might be, they had no applica- 
tion to the present case, which turned upon the terms of the 
Companies Clauses Act, 1845. 

The decision of the Court of Appeal is one of importance as 
safeguarding the interests of beneficiaries under a will against frauds 
by one of two or more executors. It may also be of importance as 
bearing upon the liability of executors who have been registered 
under the Companies Clauses Act, though of course questions of 
liability do not so often arise at the present day under that Act as 
under the Companies Act, 1862. It may be observed that under 
the latter Act the question of transmission of shares is provided 
for in Table A (14), according to which executors may elect, 
instead of being registered themselves, to have a nominee regis- 
tered as transferee of the shares, so that it would be open to them 
to sell and transfer the shares without ever coming on the register 
themselves at all. Under the Companies Clauses Act, according to 
the decision we are discussing, the executors cannot deal with the 
shares unless they have first got themselves registered, and when 
registered they personally are 

Another small point arose in the same case which is of 
some interest, because it concerns a general practice in Stock 
Exchange business rather than because there could be much 
difficulty about it. In relation to one of the forged transfers the 
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company sent the plaintiff the usual letter, which of late years it 
has been the practice to send to the person purporting to be the 
transferor of shares, stating that a transfer had been lodged for 
registration, and, unless they heard to the contrary within a 
week, the stock would be transferred in the books of the company. 
The plaintiff appears to have been told by her co-executor, to 
whom she showed the notice, that it was all right, and she need 
not take any notice of it; and, accordingly, she returned no 
answer to the defendants’ letter. It was contended that under 
these circumstances the plaintiff was estopped from alleging 
that the transfer was invalid. The court, however, ap- 
pears to have scouted the notion that there was any such 
estoppel. When one comes to consider it, it does seem 
a very strong thing to argue that a person is to be 
deprived of property merely because be neglects to answer a 
letter stating that he has executed a transfer when he knows that 
he has not. It may be prudent for companies to send such notices, 
because as a rule they would have the effect of safeguarding the 
company against fictitious transfers, inasmuch as a shareholder 
would, in most cases, be very unwilling that bis shares should be 
transferred into another name on the register and he be thereby 
involved in the trouble and risk of proceedings to get his name 
restored to the register; and therefore he would generally give 
information if anything were wrong. Consequently there is 
abundant reason for the practice of sending these notices as a 
matter of business, without having recourse to the notion that they 
work an estoppel, if unanswered, whereby a person is deprived of 
his property. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
DESIGNATION OF COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—When two authorities like Mr. Stringer and Mr. Ford dis- 


we on the above question, what are the profession to do? Cannot 
Incorporated Law Society settle the question ? The socner the 


A R. N. RB. 
Jan, 25, 





[To tte Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Without desiring to anticipate any authoritative decision 
which may be arrived at as to the designation to be adopted in future 
by commissioners of the Supreme Court appointed prior to the Ist 
of January, 1890, I must take exception to Mr. Ford's assertion that 
there is no authority for such commissioners to describe themselves 
as “commissioners for oaths.” 

That simple description has been adopted by the authorities in 
descri commissioners appointed since the ist of January, 1890 
(see the authorized form of commission under the Commissioners for 
Act, printed on page 7 of my book on Oaths). 

Section 13 of the Commissioners for Oaths Act is in the following 
ords :—‘‘A commissioner authorized before the commencement of 

Act to administer oaths in the Supreme Court shall be deemed 
@ commissioner for caths within the meaning of this Act.” 
‘ @ commissioner may, and presumably ought to, describe 

f to be what the Act makes him. Francis A, STRINGER. 
Office, Jan. 27. 
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SOLICITOR-MORTGAGEE’S PROFIT COSTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The report of Re Roberts in the WeEkty Reporter of the 
25th inst. is 2 tle. The headnote states that profit costs cannot 
e case states that the master disallowed the whole of 
the costs, assigning s ground applicable to profit costs only. The 
judgment ey aimed at costs generally, though why, in that 
case, it commence with a reference to profit costs is not 


¥ 


- If this is what was intended—and the reason assigned 

would certainly spply equally to disbursements as to profit costse— 

it follows that the note is wrong. 

Yet may not disbursements—e.g , for stamps—be recovered ? 

more important question is, Why should courts be astute to de- 

the plain justice of a case out of consideration for technicalities ? 

would e@ been easier, more legitimate, or more in accord- 

with notions of honesty, than to have assumed that the mort- 

—_— to have the costs to pay (especially as he had 
solicitor in the first instance to procare him the money), 


tit. 


R 





and to have held that there was an implied contract for the payment 
of usual costs ? 

The case states that the applicant was the mortgagor’s own solici« 
tor. In the face of this, and of the circumstance that the bill for 
preparing the mortgage to himself would, as a matter of course, be 
made out against the mortgagor—and properly so made out—what 
was there to require, or even justify, the court in taking upon itself 
to rule out the mortgagor's name as debtor, and substitute that of 
the mortgagee, thus involving, in addition to the foregoing con- 
sideration, a reductio ad absurdum. 

That the sheer technicality on which the decision is based is 
subversive of ordinary justice, and opposed to common sense, appears 
from the cases cited, in which profit costs were allowed. 

I fear that two other decisions reported in the same number— 
Stuart v. Diplock and Stevens v. Hounslow Burial Board—are equally 
obnoxious to criticism, and am in each case confirmed in this opinion 
by the authority of a learned judge. 

When will the courts throw off such trammels, and thereby increase 
the claim of the law to the confidence of the public? Must a new 
Court of Chancery arise upon the ruins of the old ? 

Ben Rhydding, by Leeds, Jan. 28. J. W. BILBROUGH, 


[See observations under head of ‘ Current Topics.”—Ep., S. J.]. 





PRESCRIPTION ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I shall be glad if any of your readers can throw any light on 
the following point :— 

A. owns land adjoining land belonging to B., and begins to erect 
a house on his land within four feet of B.’s land, in the walls of 
which he leaves openings for windows overlooking B.’s land (say in 
June), and structurally completes the house, and puts windows in 
overlooking B.’s land, (say in November following). 

When does A. begin actual enjoyment of the light to such windows 
under the statute? In June, when the openings are left for the 
windows, or in November, when the house is structurally complete 
and the windows put in? And when will A. have acquired an 
indefeasible right to light over B.’s land ? 

Are there any cases in point ? 


Ex Lece Lvucem. 
Jan. 29, 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 


ROBINSON v. JENKINS; BEBRO (Claimant)—No. 1, 22nd and 23rd 
January. 
INTERPLEADER—CERTIFICATE OF SHARES AND BLanx TRANSFER IN Hanps 


or Broker—Criam to SHarrs—Ricut to Intsrrtzav—R. 8. O., 
LVIL., 1, 2. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Lord Uole- 
ridge, U.J., and Mathew, J.). The plaintiff having bought certain shares 
in the Great Sheba Gold Mine (Limited), they were registered in his 
name. Afterwards, being anxious to sell them, he took the certficate of 
the shares, and a transfer of them made out in blank, to the defendants, 
who were stockbrokers, and instructed them to sell them for him. While 
the transfer and certificate were still in their hands, they received notice 
from Bebro that he claimed the shares on the ground that they had been 
obtained from him by fraud by the person who had sold them to the 
plaintiff. The defendants informed the plaintiff of this, and he there- 
upon *brought this action against them for the return of the certificate and 
transfer and for damages. The defendants applied to be allowed to 
interplead, but the master declined to make the order. On appeal, Field, 
J., referred the matter to the court, and the Divisional Oourt granted the 
application and directed an interpleader. The plaintiff appealed. 

HE oo Esuzr, M.R., and Farr, L.J.) dismissed Pe agen. 
Lord Esuzn, M.R., said that the contention for the appellant had been 
that there was no jurisdiction to order an interpleader. It was said that 
because the shares were vested in the plaintiff, and the defendant had 
only the certificate and blank transfer, there was nothing in respect of 
which the defendants could interplead. But the certificate and blank 
transfer were primd facie evidence of the title to tho shares which were 
involved, and therefore that objection failed. Then it was said that 
shares could not be the subject of an interpleader because they 
did not come within the words of ord. 57, r. 1p and were neither 
** money, goods, or chattels,’’ but it was admitted that shares were choses 
in action, and that choses in action were chattels. ‘To hold that choses in 
astion were not the subject of interpleader would be to restrict the mean- 
ing of the word “chattels” in the order to tangible chattels, which there 
was no reason for doing. Then it was ur, that since the plaintiff 
had instructed the defe te to sell the shares for him, the defendants 
held these documents as te for bim, and that to direct an inter- 

leader would be to interfere with the rights of principal and agent. 
at, at first, seemed a formidable argument, but although it was true 
that in an action by a principal against an agent it was not permissible 
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—— 
for the agent to set up the jus ¢ertié in respect of anything that had been 
jntrusted to him by his principal, yet the cases of Best v. Hayes (1H. & 
0, 718) and Zanner v. European Bank (L. R. 1 Ex. 261), which had been 
approved by the Court of Appeal in Attenborough v. St. Katharine’s Dock 
@. (3 0..P. D. 450) had decided that in such a case an interpleader 

ints taken by the —— therefore failed, 
and the appeal must be dismissed. Fay, L.J., delivered judgment to the 
same effect.—OounseL, TZ. Willes Chitty; Henn Collins, Q.O., and 
Lochnis ; Forbes Lankester and C. A. Russell. Soxtcrrors,, Smiles, Binyon, § 
Ollard ; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Oo. ; Collis § Mallam, for Cobbett, Wheeler, § 


Cobbett, Manchester. 


SMITH v. SMITH—No. 2, 23rd January. 


Hvenaxp AND Wire — Restitution or Oonsvcan RicuTs — WrirrTen 
Demanp Stanep BY Wirz—AppriTionaL Rvuies AND REGULATIONS OF 
Drvorce Court, 1875, x. 175. 


This was an appeal by a wife against the dismissal by Butt, J. (ante, 

, 2, 15 P. D. 11) of her petition for the restitution of conjugal rights by 
oe husband. The husband and wife were married in December, 1866, and 
they cohabited till May, 1877, since which date they had never lived together. 
On the 8th of October, 1888, the husband was served by the wife with 
the following notice, the body of which wasin the handwriting of her 
solicitors, but which was signed by herself :—‘‘ I, Mary Elizabeth Smith, 
hereby give notice to you, Oharles Frederick Smith, my husband, of my 
desire to cohabit and live with you ; and I demand from you a full restitu- 
tion of the conjugal rights of which you have deprived me ; and 1 further 
notify to you that, in the event of your not receiving me and providing a 
suitable home and habitation for me, it is my intention to apply to the 
High Court of Justice for the restitution of such my conjugal rights.”’ 
On the same date the husband sent this reply:—‘‘ I am duly in receipt 
of yours of this date, and in reply beg to say that I decline to receive beck 
my wife, or to make any home for ber.”” In Field v. Field (33 Sourcrtors’ 
Journat, 91, 37 W. R. 134, 14 P. D. 26) Butt, J., had held that, under 
rale 175 of the Additional Rules and Regulations, 1875, the demand of a 
wife for a restitution of conjugal rights must be written by the wife her- 
self, but on appeal the Court of Appeal decided that it need not be so. That 
Court, however, held that the letter must be of a ‘conciliatory "’ 
character. In the present case Butt, J., thought that the notice, though 
it was signed by the wife herself, was not of a “‘ conciliatory” character, 
because it was accompanied by a threat of legal proceedings in case 
restitution should be refused. He therefore declined to make a decree of 
restitution. 

Tur Court (Corron, Linptey, and Lorrs, L JJ.) reversed the decision, 
and decreed restitution. Ov rron, LJ., thought that the distinctions 
between Field v. Field and the present case had not been sufficiently 
considered. In Field v. Field the letter requiring a restitution of con- 
jugal rights was written by the wife’s solicitor. It was an ordinary 
solicitor’s letter, only demanding restitution, but) not expressing any 
willingness or desire on the part of the wife that there should be such a 
restitution. Here there was a material difference, for the letter was 
written by the petitioner herself; and, although she demanded a restitu- 
tion of conjugal rights, that was in reference to what she had already 
said—namely, that she was desirous of again cohabiting with her 
husband. His lordship entirely adhered to what had been laid down in 
Field v. Field, but still, as in the present case the letter had been written 
by the wife herself, and not by her solicitors, and it expressed a desire for 
cohabitation, it could not be regarded as a threatening letter like the 
letter in Field vy. Fie?d. Onthat ground the appeal should be allowed. 
Linptey, LJ., also thought that this case was not governed by Field v. 
Field to the extent to which Butt, J., appeared to have considered that it 
was. In Field v. Field there was only a lawyer's letter, and the husband 
Here the wife intimated her desire for a restitution 
of conjugal rights, and the husband said that he declined to receive her 
back. Lorzs, L J., concurred.Counset, Searle, Soxicrrors, Wontner $ 


might be directed. The 


Re HULTON, HULTON v. LISTER—C. A. No. 2, 23rd January. 


Co-owners or Lanp—Lanp Sprcurations— Partyersure — Deatn oF 
Co-owngR—OOoNVERSION AS BRTWEEN RBAL AND Personal ReprREsENTA- 
TIVES, 


This was an appeal against a decision of North, J. (33 Sorrcrrors’ 
JourNnAL, 687), the question being whether, on the death of an intestate, 
his beneficial interest in certain real estate, of which he was co-owner 
with another person, paered to his heir or to his next of kin. H. and O. 
had been engaged together in land speculations for some years. H. 
was a solicitor. O. wasa person conversant with the business of buying, 
selling, and developing land for building purposes, The speculations 
consisted in buying and selling plots of land, laying out the land for 
building, advancing money to builders to enable them to build on the 
plots, granting the lands, in accordance with the custom of the distric 
to the builders, in fee, subject to a chief rent (generally an impro 
chief rent), H. and O. themselves holding the land subject to a smaller 
chief rent. A balance-sheet was made out half-yearly, and the profits were 
divided equally between H. and O., but a fourth-part of H.’s moiety was 
deducted trom his share and added to the share of O., by way of remunera- 
tion to him for managing the property. H.'s firm transacted the legal 

ness of the co-owners. The legal estate in the land was in most cases 
Vested in O., but the beneficial interests of H. and O. were equal. H. 
made a will by which he devised and bequeathed his residuary real and 
eet estate for a term of seven years only. In other respects he died 
ntestate. The question arose, whether his interest jn the real estate of 
Which he and 0. were co-owners was realty or personalty, and whether, 





therefore, it passed to his heir-at-law or 
of the next of kin it was contended that 
partners in buying and en | land, and 


the purposes of the P pre eres ip 

for the purpose of devolution. North, J., held that the interest of H. 
the land devolved to his heir. He was of opinion that the property 
been bought for the of being held ea land, and that H. 
carried on the ons for the purpose of obtaining 
ments, which he intended to keep as land. He t this 
confirmed by the balance-sheets. In his opinion the right of 

rn ane to have a partition of the land—to have it divided and retained 
as estate. 


PEE 
He: 


from the facts, evidence, statements of accounts, and cash books was, that 
the relation which had existed between H. and O. was that of partners, 
not of co-owners of real estate, and that the land constituted Pp 
assets. On the death of H. a winding up of the partuership followed as 
the usual consequence. The property must, therefore, be treated for the 
purpose of devolution as personal estate of H., to which his next of kin 
were entitled —Oounsrn, Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., Everitt, Q.0., and Frank 
Evans ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Hadley; Farwell. So.icrrors, Ridsdale ¢ 
Son; Austin § Austin; Pritchard, Englefield, § Co. 


JONES »o. WATTS—No. 2, 29th January. 


Practice—DiscoveRY—VENDOR AND PurcnasgerR—ActTion ror Sprcrric 
PgerrorMANce oF AGREBMENT TO Accept LeaskE—Ricut To Propvcrion 
or Lessor’s Freexotp Titte—Venpor AnD Purcuaser Act, 1874, 
8. 2 ; 


This was an appeal against the decision of North, J. (ante, p. 114), the 
question being as to the right of discovery in an for the specific 
performance of an agreement to accept a lease of laud for a term of years. 
Section 2 of the Vendor and Purchaser Act of 1874, provides that ‘‘ In 
the completion of any contract of salo of Jand made after December 31, 
1874, and subject to any stipulation to the contrary in the contract, the 
obligations and rights of vendor and purchaeer shall be regulated by the 
following rules—that is to say, first, under a contract to grant or i" 
term of years, whether derived or to be derived out of a freehold or 
leasehold estate, the intended lessee or assign shall not be entitled to call 
for the title to the freehold.” A similar provision is made by section 13 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, with regard to the title to the leasehold 
reversion, in the case of a contract to grant an underlease. The plaintiffs’ 
action sought to enforce the specific performance by the defendant of an 
agreement to accept a lease from them of a house and land which they 
had agreed to grant to him. They had also agreed at the same time to 
grant to him the right to use during the term of the lease a certain 
** drive’’ as a means of acce:s to the house. The plaintiffs, as owners of 
the house and land, were entitled to the benefit of a covenant entered into 
by the owner of the soil over which the “‘drive’’ ed, that the owners 
and occupiers of the house and land should at all times thereafter have 
free access along and over the “drive” as an approach to the house and 
land. The defendant, by his statement of defence, denied that the 
plaintiffs had any title or power to demise the house and land, and ia 
particular he alleged that the property was subject to divers restrictive 
covenants effecting the user and enjoyment thereof. The plaintiffs in 
their affidavit as to documents in theie ion relating to the matters 
in question in the action, set forth in a schedule certain deeda, and they 
objected to produce them, on the ground that they related to their free- 
hold title to the house and land, which, they said, section 

1874 protected them from producing. Some of these deeds related to 
the right of way over the ‘‘ drive.” defendant insisted that he was 
entitled, notwithstanding section 2, to the ordicary right of a litigant to a 
discovery and uction of all documents in the possession of his 
x en. held tha wcction 3 protouted the plnintifte from omen 

orth, J., t 
the documents which related only to their freehold title to the house 
land. But he held that the agreement to grant a right of way over 
‘* drive” was not a contract to grant a term of pon one & Sas 
of section 2, and that the plaintiffs must produce the documents 
related to the right of way. The plaintiffs appealed from the second part 
of the decision ; the defendant appealed from the first, 

Tur Court (Corron, Lipsy, and Lorss, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal, but dismissed the defendant's appeal. Corron, LJ., 
the only issue was that the vendors not 
section 2 was that the oe would be wh » 
the title to the freehold, Soush wiih Out 0 pee Sie 2 See 
The subject-matter as to which discovery could 
ee eet ty ee 2. The purchaser was not entitled to discovery of 
that which related to the vendor's freehold title. In his 
this did not prevent the from raising any obj 
vendor's title aliwnde—that is, outside that title which alone the Act 
allowed him to call for. If he raised a specific ob; r 
aliunde, he would be entitled to discovery relating to the issue so raised. 
Then the question was whether the defendants had raised a yoo 
specific objection to the plaintiffs’ title. It was urged that to allow 
to be done would en wade He At, ees oy Sen Oe 
inserted in a pleading. His lordship not think It 
the vendor had no document in his 
nes say a, ate Geet oS ee 
the present case defendant's 
restrictive covenants affecting the user and enjoyment of the property. 
Tu his lordebip’s opinion this was too general, and was, in fact, a mere 
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‘fishing allegation. Consequently the defendants’ appeal failed. As to 
the plaintiffs’ appeal, by virtue of section 4 of the Act 13 & 14 Vict. c. 21 
the word ‘‘land” in an Act of Parliament was made to include 
“tenement” end ‘“‘ hereditament,” and therefore a contract to grant 
a term of years in “land” would include a contract to grant 
a term in an ‘easement,’ such as a right of way. Therefore 
his lordship differed from North, J., and was of opinion that the 
protection given by section 2 of the Act of 1874 applied to the 
laintiffe’ freehold titlo to the right of way equally with their 
hold title to the house and land. Linprey, LJ., said that 
regard must be had, not only to the lenguage of section 2, but 
to its object, and the court must not put on the erection a construc- 
tion so narrow 28 to defeat its object. The section said that the 
lessee was not to be entitled ‘‘to call for the title to the freehold.”’ But 
for that provision the lessor could have been required to furnish an 
abstract of his title to the freehold, and to verify it. The effect of section 
2 was, that the lessee was not entitled to that. He was not entitled to 
production of the lessor’s title deeds. Oould he obtain production by 
means of an action for specific performance? Such a construction of 
section 2 would substantially defeat its object. The lessee was not 
entitled to production of the title deeds to the freehold under cover of 
litigation or otherwise. As to the right of way, his lordehip did not 
quite understand tke decision of North, J. He was not certain that the 
learned judge did not think that the right of way was not ‘“‘Jand”’ 
within the meaning of the Act of 1874. But section 4 of the Act of 1850 
defined ‘‘Jand”’ so as to include an easement. His lordship could see no 
distinction between the house and land and theright of way. He thought 
Mr. Upjohn was right in his contention that the defendant was entitled 
to shew aliunde that the plaintiffs had no title to the freehold, and if be 
had made a sufficiently specific ullegation about the restrictive covenants 
he would be entitled to a further affidavit from the plaintiffs whether they 
had in their possession any documents which would assist him. But 
vendors would be exposed to great dangers if they were bound to go 
through their deeds in order to meet mere pleader’s allegations. Tue 
allegation in the present case was a great deal too vague; it was a mere 
attempt to fish. Lorzs, L.J., concurred, though he had ‘elt some doubt 
whether section 2 applied when there was Jitigation.—Oounsrt, Napier 
Higgins. Q.C., and Lush- Wilson ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and Upjohn. 
Soricrrors, Watson, Sons, & Room ; Woodecck, Ryland, & Parker. 


Re HARGREAVES, MIDGLEY v. TATLEY—No. 2, 29th January. 


Prrrerciry—Power or APPOoINTMENT—VALIDITY—ORIGINATING SuMMONS 
—Jvrispicrion—R. 8. C., LV., 3. 


The question in this case was, whether a power of appcintment given 
by a wiil was invalid, on the ground that it infringed the rule against 
tuities. A testatrix devised real estate to T. and K., 10 have and to 
old the same unto and to the use of them, and the survivor of them, and 
the heirs and assigns of such survivor, upon trust to receive the rents and 
to pay the same to her sister Mary during her life, and after her death to 
pay the rents to her children respectively in succession in order of 
seniority during their respective lives; and after the death of Mary and 
all her children, upon trust to pay the rents to the testatrix’s sister Eliza 
during ker life, and after her death upon trust to pay the rents to her 
children successively in the same way, and after the death of the sisters 
Mary end Eliza and their children, the trustees were to bold the property 
in trust for such person or persons as the longest liver of the sisters Mary 
and Eliza and their children should by deed or will appoint, and in de- 
fault of sppointment upon trust for the heir-at-law of the testatrix 
absolutely. The question was raised by originating summons. Kay, J., 
held that there was no jurisdiction to decide the question upon summore. 
In support of the validity of the power, the decision of Stuart, V.C, in 
Avern v. Lloyd (16 W. R. 669, L. R. 5 Eq 383) was relied vpon. In that 
case the Vice-Chancellcr held that a ‘‘ bk queet of personal estate to unborn 
issue as tenants for life, and to the executors, administrators, and assigns 
of the survivor of the unborn irene, gives an absolute interest to the sur- 
vivor, and is not tco remote.” 

Tux Covrt (Oorros, Linpiey, and Lores, L JJ.) held that there was 
jurisdiction to decide the point, and they held that the power was in- 
valid, and that, the two sis‘ers of the testatrix and all their children 
being dead, the property went as undisposed of to her heir-at-law. 
Corrox, LJ., could not agice with the view of Kay, J., that there was 
no jurisdiction to decide the point. The trustees of the will, to whom the 
whole \« ga) estate was devised, were in possession of the estate, and they 
asked the court to decide to whom they ought to hand it over. It was not 
a case in which an ection of «jectment cculd be brought. Possibly the 
heir might have brought ejectment if an appointee of the donee of the 
— had been in poseession. In his lordship’s opinion, though the 

tation of the life estate to the sisters and their children was good, the 
power of sppointmen’ given to the last survivor of the sisters and their 
children was bad. The children of the sisters were not in being at the 
Gesth of the testatrix, and the last survivor might not be asecertained 
within the period allowed by the rule against perpetuities—that is, within 
lives in being at the time of the death of the testatrix and twenty-one 
ware afterwards. Avernv. Lloyd was very like the present case. Stuart, 

-C., ssid that the tenancies for life to the unborn issue were clearly good, 
and why rhould not the ultimate limitation to the executors, &c, of the 
survivor of those tenants for life be good also? It must take effect in the 
Iifetime of one of those tenants for life, 0 as to give him an absolute estate 
im possession when he became survivor, and each tenant for life had as 
much right to slien bis contingent right to the absolute interest as to 
alien his life estate. Such a case, the Vice-Chancellor said, was not 
‘within the principle on which the law against perpetuity rested. No 





————= 
doubt that would be so if the person to whom the ultimate gift was madg 
must necessarily be ascertained within the legal period, but not otherwise, 
The real question here was, not whether the tenants for life—the sister, 
and their children—could release the power, but whether the person to 
whom the power was given might possibly not be ascertained within the 
legal period. Linpiey, L.J., said that, so far as he could discover, Aver, 
v. Lloyd had never been followed, but had always been questioned. Ha 
did not think it was a right decision. As to the other question, he dig 
not think Kay, J., would have said there was no jurisdiction if he had 
read the will. The trustees had the legal estate, and they wanted to know 
who their cestuis que trustent were. There was no dispute about the facts, 
Lorss, L.J., concurred.—Counsen, ZL. Ryland; F. Thompson ; Upjohn, 
Sourcirors, Woodcock, Ryland, § Parker ; Wynne, Holme, § Wynne. 


Re GILES, REAL AND PERSONAL ADVANCE CO. v. MICHELL—No. 2, 
28th January. 


Practice—TimE—MOrIoN TO DISCHARGE OR VARY ORDER MADE IN CHAMBERS 
—‘*FinaL’’ Ornpsr—OxicinatiIne SuMMONS—JURISDICTION—J UDICATURR 
Act, 1873, s. 5}0—Oriemnatinc Summons—JvurRispicTion—ForECLOSURB— 
Priority or Morteaces—R 38. C., LVIIL, 15; LV., 3, 5a. 


This was an appeal azainst a decision of North, J. (ante, p. 79), one of 
the questions being, within what time notice of a motion in court to 
discharge or vary an order made by a judge personally in chambers on an 
originating surnmons must be given, the order being “ final’”’ in its nature, 
North, J., following the opinion expressed by Kay, J., in Re Johnson (37 
W. R 705, 33 Soxricrrors’ Journat, 643, 42 Oh. D. 505), held that the 
notice must be given within twenty-one days from the making of the 
order, and as in the present case the notice of motion had not been given 
within that time, he refused the motion. 

Tue Court (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorgs, L JJ.) were of opinion that 
the decision in Re Johnson was right. 

The appellants by their notice appealed also against the original order 
made in chambers. The summons was for the foreclosure of a mortgage, 
and a question of priorities was raised. North, J., held that there was no 
jurisdiction on an originating summons to determine a question of priority 
of mortgages. 

Tux Covnr thought they ought to hear the appeal from the original 
order, though the jndge had not given any certificate that he did not 
desire to hear further argument. [The appeal was accordingly heard ] 
Corron and Lorzs, L.JJ., agreed with North, J., that there was no juris- 
diction. Tinpizy, L.J., was not satisfied that the court had not 
jurisdiction Their Lorpsurrs all agreed that, even if there was jurisdic- 
tion, the case was not one in which it was proper that the jurisdiction 
should be exercised. The appeal was accordingly dismissed. —Oovnsst, 
Eustace Smih; Alexander, Soxtcrrors, Nye, Greenwood, § Moreton; F. 
Welman, 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
SERLE v. FARDELL—Kay, J., 24th January. 


Paactice—RerersE—JUDGMENT ENTERED UPON AWARD—APPLICATION TO 
RET ASIDE Finpincs—Jurispicrion—JupicaturE Act, 1873 (36 & 37 
Vict. c 66), ss. 4, 39, 40, 42. 57, 58—Juprcarure Act, 1884 (47 & 
48 Vict. c. 61), #8. 8, 9—R. 8S. O., XXXVI, 52, 54; XXXIX., 1; 
XL., 5, 6. 6a.; LIX, 3—Annrtration Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. © 
49), ss 13, 14. 


This was a motion that the judgment of the official referee might be re- 
versed and judgment entered for the plaintiff, or a new trial had, on the 
ground that the referee was wrong on a point of law, and that his decision 
was agaivst the weight of «evidence; and a preliminary question arose 
whether the application ought to be made to the court of first instance, or 
to the Court of Appeal. On the 11th of July, 1889, Kay, J., made an 
order in the action referring the case to the official referee to inquire into 
the facts, and with power to deal with the costs of the action, and to 
direct judgment to be entered er’ The official referee made his 
award on the 3rd of December, 1889, and judgment was entered on the 
7th of December. lie ‘ 

Kay, J., said the question was whether he had jurisdiction to set aside 
an award of a referee after he had entered judgment. There was no 
express decision on the point, but an analogy might be found with 
regard to the certificate of a chief clerk; when an order had been made 
based on the certificate, it was too late to move to vary the certificate. 
The power of an official referee to enter judgment, and ot the court to give 
him leave to do so, seemed now to be at an end, section 9 of the Judicature 
Act, 1884, having been repealed by the Arbitration Act, 1889, and re- 
enackd by section 14 without the words as to entering the judgment of 
the court. The order, however, on which the referee had acted in this 
case, avd his award, were made before the 1st of January, 1890, when the 
repeal took effect, and the referee had power under the order to direct 
jadgmcnt to be entered. In the case which had. been cited, Dyke ¥. 
Cannell (31 W. R. 747,11 Q B. D. 183), the opinion of Oave, J., was that 
after judgment had been entered it was too late to move to set aside the 
report ; and this was reasonable, for how could a court more formally 
adopt a report than by entering judgment, and th» Judicature Act, 1884, 
allowed authority to be given to the referee to do what otherwise the court 
only could do—that is, to enter judgment. The question really was 
whether the parties should come to the court of first instance or go to the 
Court of Appeal; he had no jurisdiction to alter the fladings of fact so a8 
to make the judgment inconsistent with the findings, und the only remedy 
of the plaintiff was to go to the Oourt of Appeal on the whole case, 
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Motion dismissed with costs.—CounseL, Marten, Q.C , and Boyle; Millar, 
Q.C., and Knowles Corrie, Soxicrrors, Digby § Liddle ; Saffery, Huntley, $ 


Son. 


Re CRAWSHAY, CRAWSHAY v. CRAWSHAY—North, J., 23rd January. 


Power or Appomntment—Vatipiry or Exsrcise—Sxcraet Trust—As- 
soLuTE APPOINTMENT COUPLED WITH EXPRESSION OF ASSURANCE THAT 
APPOINTBE WILL Sertie AppoinreD Funp, 


A question arose in this case as to the validity of an attempted exercise 
by a testator of a power of appointment by will among zis children, 
which was conferred on him by a settlement. The power related to a 
gum of £35,000. ‘The testator, by his will, bequeathed a legacy to his 
daughter J., and he directed that it should be paid to four persons whom 
he named as trustees, and that they should hold it upon trust to 
pay the income to her for her life, and should, after her death, hold the 
principal in trust for her children and remoter issue as therein men- 
tioned. The will then contained a recital of the power in the settlement, 
and by virtue of the power the testator appointed that £10,000, part of the 
£35,000, should go and belong to J., but his will was that it should be 
paid to the trustees there iunbetore appoiuted with reference io tue legacy, 
and should be held by them upon the same trusts as the legacy. And, 
in case he had exceeded his power ia not appointing the £10,000 uncon- 
ditionally, but in directing the settlement thereof as aforesaid, and in case 
J., or her husband, or others having any right cr power to object to the 
settlement thereof as aforesaid, should so object, or should not confirm 
such settlement, if required so to do, then he appr iated that the said sum 
of £10,000 should go and belong to his son R. absolutely, ‘: but who 
will, Iam assured, settle the same voluntarily in the manner in which I 
have attempted to settle the same as aforesaid. so as thereby to carry out 
my wishes.’’ After the death of the testator R. executed a declaration of 
trust of the £10,000 in accordance with his father’s wishes, and the ques- 
tion arose whether the power had been validly exercised. 

Nortn, J., held that the appointment to the daughter herself, 
being coupled with the direction to settle the fund, was invalid. 
It was nota case in which the direction to settle failed, leaving the prior 
appointment to the daughter untouched. The testator shewed that he 
thought he might be held to have exceeded his power, and this made it 
plain that, in his view, the only gift to the daughter was by means of 
the direction to settle the fund. The appointment to the son was made to 
an object of the power, and the question was, whether it was rendered 
invalid by reason of the subsequent words ia the will. The expression 
‘‘ who will, I am assured,’’ &c., might mean either ‘‘I feel certain that 
he will settle it,’’ or ‘‘ he assures me that he will settle it.’’ If the words 
shewed that there was a bargain between the father and the ron, that, 
though the appointment was in form an absolute one to the son, the son 
would settle the fund according to the wish of the father, the appoint- 
ment would be invalid. But, if the words only meant that the fund was 
given to the son absolutely to do what he pleased with it, in the belief 
that he would settle it as the father wished, the appointment would be 
good. There was no evidence of any bargain, or even of any understand- 
ing, between the father and the son, or that the son knew of the appoint- 
ment till after his father’s death. Even if it had been made known to the 
son, unless there was evidence that he had accepted it on a trust, the ap- 
pointment would be valid. In his lordship’s opinion the appointment was 
good, and the fund must be held on the trusts declared by the will and 
the declaration of trust executed by the son. Re Marsden's Trust (4 Drew. 
594) was distinguishable from the present case, its circums’ances being 
very peculiar, and it had been treated as an exceptional case. There a 
mother, who had a power of appointment among her children, derired to 
make a provision for her husband by means of the power. She appointed 
the whole fund to ber eldest daughter, who was then an infant, with the 
intention that she should, after her mother’s death, make a provision for 
her father out of the sppointed fund, The daughter was not informed of 
this till after her mother’s death, but the intention was that she should 
be then informed by her father of the object of making the appointment 
to her. Jt would have been practically impossible for her to resist the in- 
fluence which her father would have over her. Under the circumstances 
it was clear that the appointment could not stand. The judgment of 
Kindersley, V.O., did not in any way conflict with that of Knight- Bruce, 
L.J., in Pryor v. Pryor (2 De G. J. & 8. 205).—Counsrr, Bramwell Davis 
and Reginald Wins'ow; Seward Brice, Q.O., and R. F. Norton; Napier 
Figgins, Q.0., and P. 8, Stukes ; Everitt, Q.0., and J. W. Cuntffe ; Cozens- 
Hardy, Q 0., and G. Murray ; Edward Wilkinson, Souxrcrtors, A. R. § A. 
dt-ele ; Lawrence, Graham, § Long ; Cunliffis & Davenport; Bell, Brodriek, 
¢ Gray. 


Re THE BRIGHTON AND DYKE RAILWAY CO.—North, J., 25th January. 


Ratuway Company—Scueme or ARRANGEMENT WITH CREDITOR—PREFRR- 
RENCE SHAREHOLDERS—ASSENT—SHARES DIVIDBD INTO PRBEFERRBD AND 
Dererrep Morerres—Ramway Comrantes Act, 1867, 8. 12. 


This was a petition by the directors of a railway company for the con- 
firmation by the court of a scheme of arrangement between the company 
and their creditors which had been filed under the Railway Companies 
Act, 1867. By the special Act incorporating the ry = they were 
empowered ‘‘ from time to time to divide any share in their capital into 
half shares, of which one shall be called ‘ preferred half share,’ and the 
other sball be called ‘deferred half share.’’’ To the extent of five 
cent. iy annum each preferred half share was to be entitled to a. perfer 
ence in respect of dividend over the deferred half share. half 
share could be transferred separately. Some of the shares in the company 
had been divided in this way. Seotion 12 of the Act of 1867 requires that 





he assent to a scheme shall be given by each class of preference share- 
holders in the company separately. The question was, whether the 
holders of the preferred half shares constituted a class of preference 
shareholders within section 12 whose assent must be given separately in 
the mode prescribed by that section. No steps had been taken to procure 
their assent as a separate class. 

Nour, J., held that the holders of the preferred half shares constituted 
a class of preference shareholders, and that their assent as a separate class 
must be obtained.—OounsrL, Cozens- Hardy, Q.0., and Grosvenor Woods; 8. 
Stephens ; J. T. Prior. Soxtcrrors, Powell § Rogers; F. J. Blake ; Norton, 
Rose, § Co. 





Iligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


HAY v. THE JUSTICES FOR THE TOWER DIVISION OF THE COUNTY OF 
MIDDLESEX—29th January. 


Sprarr Licence—Disanttiry—Psrson Convicrep or Fretony—Errecr or 
Free Parpon—Wine AND Brgruouss Act AmenpmEnt Act, 1870 (33 
& 34 Vicr. c. 29), 5. 14, 

The question raised and decided in this case was, whether a person who 
has been convicted of felony and has afterwards received a free pardon is 
under a disability to hold a spirit licence. Section 14 of 33 & 34 Vict. c. 
29 provides that ‘‘ Every person convicted of felony hall for ever be dis- 
qualified from selling spirits by retail, and no licence to sell spirits by 
retail shall be granted to any person who shall have been so convicted as 
aforesaid.’’ The respondent in this case, John Hay, “2 the 28th of 
May, 1883, convicted at the Central Crimioal Court of having received 
goods knowing them to have been stolen, and was sentenced to seven 
years’ penal servitude. On the 8th of November in the same year he was 
released on licence, and on the 9th of May, 1885, he received her Majesty’s 
free pardon. He applied on the 8th of July, 1889, to the licensing jus- 
tices for the Tower Division for a transfer to himself of the licence of the 
Devon Arms public-house. The justices refused, on the ground that Hay 
had been convicted of felony, and was disqualified. Hay appealed to the 
quarter sessions, where it was held that his case did not come within 
section 14, and the appeal was allowed. This case was stated for the 
opinion of the High Court, the question being whether the opinion of the 
quarter sessions was right or not. The principal argument put forward 
against the decision of the quarter sessions was that the effect of the Acts 
9 Geo. 4, c. 32,8 3, and 33 & 34 Vict. c. 23, s. 2, was to place a man 
who had been convicted and had served his trm of imprisonment in the 
same position as to sfatus and capacity as a convict who had received a 
free pardon, and that the disability to hold a licence must attach in both 
cases or in neither; whereas, if a convict who had served his time could 
hold a licence, the disqualifying section (section 14 of 33 & 34 Vict. c. 29) 
would be nugatory. Leyman v. Latimer (3 Ex. D. 15, 352) and Reg.v. Viee 
(L..R. 10 Q. B. 193) were referred to. The pardon was in the usual 
printed form, and gave no information as to the innocenée of the prisoner, 
or the grounds on which the pardon was granted. 

Porxock, B., said that, in his opinion, the quarter sessions were right. 
The question arose on section 14 of the Act 33 & 34 Vict c. 29, and, 
as had been noticed during the argument, that was no new provision, 
but had been enacted as to beer and wine licences by the Acts 3 & 4 Vict. 
¢. 61, 8. 7, and 23 Vict. c. 27, s, 22, respectively. It was to be noticed 
that the pardon in the present case was not under the Great Seal but 
under the Queen’s sign manual; it was, however, provided by 7 & 8 
Geo. 4, c. 28, s. 13, thata pardon under the sign manual shou'd have 
the same effect as a pardon under the Great Seal. The appellants had 
strongly relied on the effect of section 3 of the Act 9 Geo. 4,c 32, as 
shewing that a convict who had undergone his sentence was paced in 
the same position as one who had received a free pardon, but that Act 
was passed to amend the law of evidence, and, amongst other things, to 
allow a convict to give evidence ; the object of the section with which 
the present case was concerned was to protect the public and give them 
some security as to the character of a person who kept a public- house. 
Upon the authorities it appeared that a free pardon went beyond doing 
away with the punishment; it aleo purged the offence; it took away 
poenam et culpam (2 Hale Pleas of the Crown, p. 278); it made the con- 
vict a ‘‘ new man,” and gave him a “‘new ity and credit” (2 Haw- 
kins’ Pleas of the Urown, c. 37, 8 48). these dicta in text-books 
there were authorities such as Cuddington v. Wilkins (Hobart, 67 and 81) 
(which was dealt with in Leyman v. Latimer) where the whole court were 
of opinion that when the pardon came it took away the crime and its 
consequences, and so it was held in Sir John Bennezi’s ease (Cro. Car. 
55). Therefore, both on the lan and intention of the Act and 
on principle and on authority, the decision of the quarter sessions was 
right. Is was not necessary to decide as to the position of a man who 
had undergone his sentence. The real question was as to the effect of a 
free pardon, and as to that the authorities were clear, and there was no 
authority to the contrary. Hawxrss, J., said that on the ——- as to 
the position of a felon who had served his sentence and w ared 
to be put, by virtue of the Act 9 Geo, 4, c. 32, in the same position as 
one who b received a free pardon, he would only say th : every- 
one knew that all sentences were not penal ecervi or 
for life; sentences were in the discretion of the justices or judge who 
tried the case. Even in cases of felony sentence of a day's imprisonment 
was sometimes given under — cGirecrustances. That 
was well known to the when the Act of 
1870 was passed, and in section 14 the words ‘‘for ever” 
must have some nena, sf they would have none if a man 
who had had a month's imprisonment could demand a licence. The 
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Legislature intended that, whatever the length of the sentence, the dis- 
qualification should last all the man’s life. That was sufficient to dispose 
of the argument founded on the effect of 9 Geo, 4, c. 32. As to the 
effect of the Queen’s pardon, his view was that it not only did away with 
the actual punishment ordered by the judge who sentenced the prisoner, 
it also had the effect of dissolving all penal consequences which attached 
to the conviction. To say that when ma an had had the grave misfortune 
t> be unjustly convicted, and the Queen’s pardon had been granted upon 
that ground, that he should still be disqualified from following his 
avocation, and that the pardon could take away all effects of the convic- 
tion except that, would be monstrous. It was said that a great thief 
might obtain a free pardon by turning round and denouncing his com- 
rades, and that: such a person ought not to get alicence. But the prob- 
ability was that such a person would obtain, not a free pardon, but only 
some remission of sentence. Not only the punishment contained in the 
sentence, but all moral consequences, were removed by the free pardon. 
The justices in quarter sessions were right, and the appeal failed. 
Appeal dismissed ; leave to appeal refused. —CounszL, Morton Smith; Sir 
R.E. Webster, A.G., and R. 8. Wright, BSoxrscrrors, Beal, Phelps, § Beal ; 
Bolicito- to the Treasury. 


FIGG v. HEGARTY—25th January. 


Banxrvurrcy—Parment or Excessive Dirvinenp— Mistake—Ricut or 
Trustee TO Recover Excess From CREDITOR, 


This was an appeal of the defendant from a decision of Mr. Eardley 
Wilmot, sitting as deputy-judge of the City of London Court. The ques- 
tion was, whether a trustee in bankruptcy who had paid a dividend to 
the creditors out of the assets had a right to recover a proportion of the 
amount paid under the following circumstances. The trustee in bank- 
ruptcy paid a dividend of 1s. 8d. in the pound, having set aside a sum 
which he thought would be sufficient to meet the legal expenses which 
had beenincurred. The dividend was declared in the usual way, recorded 
in the Court of Bankruptcy, and published in the London Gazette. He had 
not at this time seen the solicitor’s bill of costs. When that bill was 
delivered it was found that the sum retained was not sufficient to meet it. 
The trustee then sued the defendant (amongst other creditors) to recover 
13d. in the pound on the amount of the dividend paid, in order to make 
goed the deficiency. The deputy-judge held that the trustee was 
entitled to recover, on the ground that the money had been paid undera 
mistake. It was argued, on appeal, that the judge had no right to go 
behind the declared dividend, and that any proceedings to set it aside 
should have been taken in bankruptcy; there was also no mistake of 


Pottock, B., in allowing the appeal, said that, quite apart from the 
question of practice, in his opinion a nonsuit ought to have been directed. 
The person who made this payment made it voluntarily ; he was under no 
necessity to make it unti) the solicitor’s bill had been delivered and taxed. 
He allowed a sum for costs which he thought adequate, and paid away 
the balance; there was no mistake of fact, and he could not recover. 
Hawkins, J., said there was nothing in the case like a mistake of fact 
which wou'd enable the plaintiff to recover. He had not seen the bill and 
made an error as to its amount; he had made a mere estimate, a guess, a 
speculation, and it was wrong. Even if it were not equitable that the 

lendant should retain the money, an action of this kind was not the 

per course to take in order to recover it. Nothing could be done unless 

the Court of Bankruptcy had interfered to set aside the declaration of 

| + yg laeataaam Kisch; Bullen. Soxrcrtors, G. A. Haynes; W. H. 
on. 


PAIN v, BOUGHTWOOD—28th January. 


Apvuireration—Mens Rea—Atreration or Mirx—Satz or, In 
ALTERED State—Sarz or Foop anp Drucs Act, 1875, s. 9. 


Case stated by a Metropolitan police magistrate, sitting at Dalston. 
The inspector of nuisances for the parish of St. Mary’s, Islington, on the 
25th of July, 1889, summoned the respondent for having sold, on the 24th 
of June, 1889, an article of food, to wit, milk, in its altered state without 
notice or making disclosure of the alteration, from which twenty-eight 
per cent. of its original fat had been abstracted, so as to affect injuriously 
its quality, substance, or nature, contrary to the provisions of the Sale of 
Fcod Drugs Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 63), and the Sale of Food and 
Drugs Amendment Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vict. c. 30). The appellant bought 
a pint of milk at the shop of the respondent; it was duly divided into 
three parts, one of which was sent to the public analyst. The certificate 
of the analyst stated that twenty-eight per cent. of the fat had been 

and there was left only 1:47 per cent. of fat. Except the 
certificate no evidence was given that the milk was altered, and the 
defendant gave evidence that he had no knowledge of any such alteration, 
and bis daughter, who sold the milk and —— the shop, also denied all 
knowledge of the alteration. The magistrate held that as the 9th section 
of the Act contemplated disclosure by the seller of any alteration in the 
article, it was necessary to prove knowledge of the alteration, and, there 
no such proof, he diemiesed the summons. The inspector appealed. 
Section 9 of the Act provides that ‘‘no person shall, with the intent that 
the same may be sold in its altered state without notice, abstract from 
an article of food any part of it so as to affect injuriously its quality, 
substance, or nature, and no person shall sell any article so altered with- 
out making disclosure of the alteration under a penalty in each case not 
exceeding £20.” It was now contended for the appellant that knowledge 
that the milk had been altered was not neceseary to constitute the offence 
under the section, and that the magistrate was wrong in so holding: Betts 
¥. Armstead (20 Q. B.D. 771). The respondent did not appear. 


ITs 





Tue Court (Granruam and Onartzs, JJ.) held that the learned magis. 
trate was wrong in holding that knowledge of alteration was nece 
for a conviction under the section, and that the appeal should be allowed, 
and the case remitted to the magistrate; that the case was concluded by 
Betts v. Armstead, a case on the 6th section of the same Act, where it was 
gta knowledge was not necessary.—OounseL, Austin, Soxicttor, 
. Lewis. 





Solicitors’ Cases 
Re KING, Ez parte MORRIS—Q. B. Div., 21st January. 


Soricrrorn — Rerarinsr — Oosts — Taxation — ScanpALous MAatTrer — 
STRIKING ovrT, 


This case was an appeal from Field, J., in chambers, who had varied 
a master’s order as to the taxation of a solicitor’s bill of costs. A 
written retainer, which contained no special arrangement as to costs, had 
been given to the solicitor who acted for Mr. Morris in certain litigation, 
After the solicitor had ceased so to act, he carried in his bill of costs for 
taxation. The master taxed the bill, and Field, J., on appeal, refused to 
strike out the bill or to order the solicitor to deliver a new one. On 
behalf of the appellant, it was alleged that a verbal agreement had been 
entered into by which the solicitor was not entitled to receive any costs, 
except out-of-pocket expenses, until the litigation had terminated, and 
that, therefore, the costs were not yet due, and could not be taxed. It 
was also argued that the whole bill should be struck out on account of 
certain scandalous statements which it contained, and which Field, J., 
had ordered to be struck out. Erskine v. Garshaw (18 Ves. 115) and Re 
Mellor (54 L. J. 205) were referred to. For the respondents it was con- 
tended that the written retainer alone was to be looked at, and no 
collateral agreement covld be admitted, and that the presence of 
scandalous statements did not affect the validity of the whole bill. 

Denman, J., said that no case had been made out for interfering with 
Field, J.’s order. It appeared that the appellant had been engaged in 
five lawsuits, the respondent being his slistion. Owing to funds not 
coming in, the respondent declined to act further in that capacity. The 
relation of solicitor and client having ceased, the respondent wished to 
have his bill of costs taxed. The former client did not attempt to have 
any of the items struck out, and the common order to tax was made. 
Field, J., varied the order of the master in a matter of costs, which 
was very properly objected to as being in contravention of the statute, 
and he made a fresh order, making the appellant pay the costs of the affi- 
davits before him in any event, because they were monstrously long. 
There was nothing in the notice of appeal calling attention to the real 
question, but an attempt was made to prevent taxation at ali on 
two grounds—first, that there was a special agreement as to the 
costs; second, that the bill contained scandalous statements. As to 
the first point it would be quite unsafe to depend upon the uncer- 
tain memory of interested parties and go behind the retainer and the 
order to tax. It would require strong proof that such an extraordivary 
arrangement had been made as that contended for. As to the other 
ground there was less difficulty. The items complained of said that 
certain things were said and written, and these items were said to be not 
sufficiently relevant, and therefore were struck out; but that was far from 
making a case for striking out the whole bill. The judge’s order was 
perfectly right, and this appeal must be dismissed with costs. GranTHAM, 
J., concurred. Appeal dismiseed.—Oounszx, 8. Hallett; A. H. Spokes, 
Soxicrtors, J. Fenn; E. 8. King. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


Unirep Law Socrzery—Jan. 20—Mr. Marcus in the chair.—Dr. Herbert 
Smith moved: ‘‘ That the ruling of the judges ir the case of Besant v. 
Hoskyns was wrong.”” Mr. Williams opposed. Mr. Marcus, Elliman, 
Sherrington, Miller, and others aleo spoke. The motion was carried nem. 
con. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


CALLS TO THE BAR, 

The following gentlemen were on Monday called to the Bar :— 

Lincoin’s-1nn;—Manik Lal Dutta (studentship in Jurisprudence and 
Roman Civil Law, C.L.E., Hilary term, 1889), B.Sc., London ; William 
Hew Ooltman, Trinity Oollege, Oambridge ; John Morrison, LL B., Lon- 
don; Lionel Edward Hawtayne; Clement Bensley Thornhill, B.A., 
Cambridge; John Alexander Sinclair; Charles Foster Ritchie, B.A., 
Oxford ; Philip Leslie Agnew, B.A., Oxford; John Emilius Lewin Mayer ; 
Jobn Yates, B.A., London; Joseph Ernest Morris, University College, 
Oxford ; Albert Julian Pell, B.A., Oxford; Henry Ward Oliver; Ram- 
chandra-Sherniwas Chitgupi, Bombay University ; George Massey Long 
—— Trinity College, Oambridge; and Bhagat Ram, Panjab University, 

ahore. 

Inner Temrre —William Temple Franks, B.O.L., B.A., Fellow of 
University College, Oxford (Holder of a studentship awarded Trinity, 
1888) ; John Atkinson, Q.0., folicitor-General for Ireland ; Francis James 
Newton, M.A., Oxford; Gervas Selwyn Eyre; Robert Temperley, M.A., 


\ Cambridge ; Frederick Ernst Dubs, B.A., Oxford; William Wilson Gran- 
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am, B.A., Cambridge; Abu Reza, Cambridge; Jasper Farmer Cargill, 
° 4, LL.B , Oambridge; Gasper Ives Morgan Gregory, B.A., Cambridge ; 
Robert Masterman Helme, M.A., Cambridge; John Henry Burn, B.A., 
Oxford ; Hugh Wastel Postlethwaite, B.A., Cambridge ; William Hamil- 
ton Ritchie, B.A., Oxford; Rhys Williams, B.A., Oxford; Norman 
Cranstoun Macleod, B.A., Oxford; Henry Gatchell Farrant, B.A., Oxford ; 
Emest George Haggarth Brown; William Oarnelley, Londou; Herbert 
Alexander Newbon ; John Layton Mills, B.A., Cambridge ; Stanley Fisher, 
B.A., Oxford; Spyridion Alexander Mavrojani, B.A., Oxford; Joseph 
Macdonald Bailey, B.A., Oxford; Robert James Alexander Morrison, 
BA., LL.B., Cambridge ; Mohmad Hamid Ali Khan; Arthur Pritchard, 
MA., Oxford ; Francis George Newbolt, B.A., F.0.8., Oxford; William 
Ryland Dent Adkins, B.A., London; William Lawrance Leonard Bell, 
Oxford ; Alexander Willis Baesett, B.A., Oxford; Walter Frewen Lord, 
Cambridge ; Hugh Hale Leigh Bellot, B.A., Oxford; Edwin Lane Raggatt, 
B.A., Cambridge; Thomas Evans Morris, B.A., LL.M., Cambridge; John 
Edward Fox; Arthur Henry Hughes; William Hugh Stevenson; the 
Hon. Cecil Marcus Kvatchbull-Hugessen, B.A., Oambridge. 

Miuvptze Trempre.—William Ambrose Jones, University of London, 
lst class studentship in Jurisprudence and Civil Law (200 guineas), 
9nd class (20 guineas), Middle Temple Scholar in Common and 
Criminal Law, Dauntesey Law Scholarship (£109), Owens Oollege, 
Manchester; Henry Higgs, London University, LL.B. (200 guineas), 
Roman Law Studentship; Joseph Hume, scholar in Jurisprudence and 
Political Economy, University College, London; Morey Quayle Jones; 
John Walters Sellars Kay, B.A., LL.B.; Latifur Rehman, Calcutta 
University ; George Barnard Milbank Coore, B.A., Corpus Chbristi 
College, Oxford; William Wallach, University of London, 2nd class 
scholarship in Equity (Middle Temple) and £10, Council of Legal 
Education Real and Personal Property Prize; Frank Tillyard, B.A., 
Balliol College, Oxford, Vinerian Law Scholar, 1st class Final School of 
Jurisprudence, 1st class (100 guineas) Real and Personal Property Scholar ; 
Arthur Ferris Savery Pasmore; Tsong Yaon Lo; Pin Kine Chang; 
Sunawalla Rustomji Byanji; Barnard James Lailey, Council of Legal 
Education £25 prizes Real and Personal Property, 1887 and 1888, and £70 
= Equity and Common Law, 1889; Edward Shortt, B.A., Durham 

niversity, 2nd and 3rd class Honours; Archibald Warden Blair, M.A., 
LL.B., Middle Temple, 1st class Equity Scholar, Hilary, 1889, Electricity 
Prize, Easter, 1889, Real and Personal 2nd class Scholarship, Trinity, 
1889; John Gulson Burgess; Edward Bacheler Walker, J.P.; Henry 
Peter Ganteaume ; Edward Fordham Spence. 

Gray’s-1InN.—Edgar Macdonald Robertson ; Ganpat Rai. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. Epwarp Oastet Suerarp, solicitor (of the firm of Sherard & 
Qapron), of Oundle, died on the 2let ult, after a long illness, in his 
seventy-secornd year. Mr. Sherard was admitted a solicitor in 1839, and 
he has practised for nearly fifty years at Oundle. Ho was for many 
years in partnership with the late Mr. Charles Thomas Wilson, and 
more recently he was associated with Mr. Theodore Henry Shuckburgh 
Capron. Mr. Sherard had a large practice, and he held many important 
appointments. He was steward of the Northamptonshire manors of the 
Earl of Westmoreland,- registrar of the Oundle Oounty Court (Circuit 
No. 35), clerk to the magistrates for the Oundle Division of Northamp- 
tonshire, and Clerk to the Oundle Burial Board and the Kingascliffe High- 
way Board. He was also formerly clerk to the Peterborough and Wel- 
lington, and the Oundle and Middleton, Turnpike Trusts. 


Mr. Grorcr Newron Day, solicitor (of the firm of Wallingford, Day, & 
Son), of Huntingdon and St. Ives, died at St. Ives on the 23rd ult. from 
influenza, followed by congestion of the lungs. Mr. Day was the son of 
Mr. George Game Day, and was admitted a solicitor in 1855, and he 
thortly afterwards went into partnership at St. Ives with Mr. Edward 
Alfred Wallingford, who is clerk to the St. Ives Board of Guardians and 
superintendent-registrar, the firm also having offices at Huntingdon. 
More recently his son, Mr. George Dennis, had become a member of the 

. Mr. Day had been town clerk of St. Ives ever since the incorpora- 
tion of the borough in 1874, and he was clerk to the borough magistrates. 
He was also for several years clerk to the county magistrates for the 
Huntingdon Division, and clerk to the St. Ives School Board. 


Mr. Joun Hinserp Brewer, many years a master of the Supreme 
Court, died on the 25th ult., in his seventy-first year. Mr. Brewer was 
the only son of Mr. John Hibberd Brewer, of Milborne St. Andrews, 
bire. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity 
Term, 1841, and he practised for many years on the Midland Circuit. In 
1858 he was appointed recorder of the borough of Northampton, and he 
held that office till his death. In 1861 he received from the late Lord 
Ohief Justice Cockburn an appointment as a master of the Court of 
Queen’s Bench. He resigned his office last year on account of ill health. 
ir. Brewer was married in 1840 to the daughter of Mr. Richard Webb, 

ury. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Enwarp Lex, solicitor, of 1, Gresham-buildings, has been ap- 
pointed Chairman of the Coal, Corn, and Finance Committee of the Court 
of a cog Council, 

aw, 


He is a common councilman for the Ward of 





} in cases which came from time to time into his lordship’s paper. 


Mr. Grorce Ross Innzs, jun., solicitor (of the firm of Rose Innes, Son, 


& Crick), of Billiter-square-b has been appointed Chairman of 
the County Purposes Committee of the Court of mon Council. Mr. 
Innes is the son of Mr. George Rose Innes, solicitor. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1862. He is a common councilman for Aldgate Ward, and 
he has been several times under-sheriff of London and Middlesex. 

Mr. Wriu1am Cameron Gutt, barrister, has succeeded to a Baron 
on the death of his father, Sir William Withey Gull,M.D. Sir W. 0. 
Gull was educated at Eton and at Christ Church, Oxford, where he 
graduated first class in Jurisprudence in 1882, and he obtained the 
Vinerian Law Scholarship in 1883. He wascalled to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn in July, 1886, and he practises ‘in the Chancery Division. 

Mr. Joun Hurcurms, solicitor, of Newport, Monmouthshire, has been 
appointed Clerk and Solicitor to the Newport School Board, in succession 
to the late Mr. George Batchelor. Mr. Hutchins was admitted a solicitor 
in 1870. 

Mr. Wri11am Borromuey, solicitor (of the firm of Darnton & Bottomley), 
of Ashton-under- Lyne, has been appointed Clerk to the county magis- 
trates at Saddleworth. Mr. Bottomley was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 

Mr. Tuomas Wiiuram Hart, of 60, West Smithfield, EO, and 7, 
Princess-road, Selhurst, solicitor (of the firm of Beckford & Hall), has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hall was admitted a 
solicitor in 1883. 

Mr. A. Rotre Hopess, solicitor, of 57, Lincoln’s-inn fields, London, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. James Sue, one of the Metropolitan Police magistrates, has 
been elected Treasurer of the Honourable Society of Gray’s-inn for the 
ensuing year, in succession to Master Bowen Rowlands, Q.0., M.P., whose 
term of office will expire on the 14th of April. 

Mr. Puitre Joszrx Oannino, solicitor (of the firm of Fardells, 
Dashwood, & Canning), of Mitre-chambers, Temple, EC, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 

*,* The statement (ante, p. 168) that Mr. Arthur William a’ Beckett had 
been appointed private secretary to the Under-Secretary of State for War 
is incorrect. It is Mr. Albert 4’Beckett, of the War Office, who has re- 
ceived the appointment. 

CHANGES. IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLvrion. 

WituraMm Parker and Epwarp Parker, solicitors (Parker & Parker), 

Thame. Dec. 31. [ Gazette, Jau. 24. 


GENERAL. 

The Daily Telegraph states that Mr. Baron Huddleston, who has been 
very unwell for some days past, underwent an operation at the hands of 
Sir Henry Thompson on Wednesday, and is progressing satisfactorily. 

It is announced that the late Mr. Edward Robson Jones, of Ruassell- 
rquare, has bequeathed the sum of £500 to the benevolent branch of the 
United Law Clerks’ Society. 

On the 24th inst. Mr. Justice Manisty was seized with a paralytic stroke 
while engaged in the hearing of a case at the Royal Courts. Vphrwcenae «Sy 
bulletin ee that the learned judge was going on most favourably, 
but Thursday’s account was less satisfactory. c 

A meeting of members of the bar was held in the luncheon-room, Lin- 
coln’s-inn Hall on Wednesday to further the objects of the Charity Organi- 


sation Society. Lord Justice Fry, who ded, made an ai on behalf of 
the claims of the sastety, which was uently sup: y the Solicitor- 
ion those present resolved to assist in the work of 


General, on whose mo 
the district commissioners in the vicinity of Lincoln’s-inn. Mr. Edward 


Cutler, Q.0., Mr. Gainsford Bruce, QO., M.P., and other 
testified to the excellence of the methods pursued by the society. 

The Yorke prize for 1889 for an English essay on a legal subject, 
written by a graduate of Cambridge University of not more than seven 

ears standing from admission to his first d has been awarded to 

uncan M’Kevzie Kerly, M.A., LL B., Fellow o 
The subject of the essay is ‘‘An Historical Sketch of the Equita' 
Jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery.” The value of the prize is about 
100 guineas. 

The Central Law Journal says that at the trial of a case, a jaryman being 
absent from his seat, all the others being occupied, a dog looking for hig 
master quietly took on of the vacant chair. ‘‘ You see, Mr. ——,” 
said the judge, g to one of the counsel, “that the jurymen’s seats 
are occupied, are you ready to proceed?” The attorney addressed raised 
his glasses to his eyes, and after a brief survey of the ig po replied; 
“Your Honour, that fellow might do for a judge, but [ cannot trust 
him for a juryman.”’ 

On Saturdsy last Mr. Justice Kekewich said that he always acted on 
the principle that good work deserves good pay, but at the same time it 
must be remembered that work which had not been done ought not to be: 
charged for. Failure of solicitors to attend the hearing of cases in person 
or by efficient substitutes was of frequent ae his lordship 
would not allow the clients to be with costs ned not been 
earned. His lentenie senet that he had communicated with the Liverpool 


ep rye u m to call the attention of the solicitors 
in Saas iret ans information and 
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A very curiou; discovery, says the Daily Telegraph, was made by the Dean 
snd Chapter of Durham the other day in respect to the dispute now going 
on between them and the Archbishop of York on the question as to whom 
the care of the spiritualities of the See are intrusted duringavacancy. In 
the time of Sir Mathew Hale the question was tried and decided in favour 
of the Dean and Chapter, and while searching for any papers bearing on the 
rubject, the identical brief held in the case for the Dean and Chapter was 
fc.und, looking as fresh and ciean and with the writivg as clear as when it 
was first issued to counsel. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota CF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Mr. Justice 





APPEAL Count Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 2. Kay. Currry. 
Monday, Feb....... ations 8 Mr. Jackson Mr. Pugh Mr. Lavie 
day .. 4 Clowes Beal Carrington 
< 5 Jackson Pugh Lavie 
6 Clowes Beal Carrington 
7 Jackson Pugh Lavie 
8 Clowes Beal Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH, STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
8 Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward Mr. Godfrey 
— Farmer Pemberton Leach 
5 Rolt Ward Godfrey 
6 Farmer Pemberton Leach 
7 Rolt Ward Godfrey 
8 Farmer Pemberton Leach 











THE WINTER ASSIZES. 


Norrce.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the circuit 
towns both civil and criminal business must be ready to b2 taken on the 
first working day ; in other cases the note appended to the name of the 
circuit town indicates the day before which civil business will not be 
taken. In the case of circuit towns to which two judges go there will 
be no alteration in the old practice. 

Sourn-Easrern Orrcurr (Denman, J.).—Huntingdon, Monday, Febru- 
ary 24; Cambridge, Wednesday, February 26 ; Norwich, Saturday, March 
1 (Wednesday, March 5); Ipswich, Monday, March 10 (Wednesday, 
March 12); Ohelmsford, Saturday, March 15; Hertford, Friday, March 
21; Lewes, Wednesday, March 26 (Friday, March 28). 

Mivtanp (Pollock and Huddleston, BB.).—Aylesbury, Monday, Febru- 
ary 10; Bedford, Thursday, February 13; Northampton, Monday, Febru- 
ary 17; L-icester, Friday, February 21 (Monday, February 24); Oakham, 
Wednesday, February 26; Lincoln, Thurday, February 27 (Monday, 
March 3); Nottingham, Wedresday, March 5 (Saturday, March 8}; 
Derby. Thursday, March 13; Warwick, Saturday, March 15; Birming- 
ham, Wednesday, March 19. One judge only will go to the first nine 

laces. 

i Oxrorp (Manisty and Hawkins, JJ.).—Reading, Saturday, February 8 ; 

Oxford, Wednesday, February 12; Worcester, Saturday, February 15 

(Wednesday, February 19); Gloucester, Saturday, February 22 (Tuesday, 

¥ebruary 25); Monmouth, Friday, February 28; Hereford, Tuesday, 

March 4; Shrewsbury, Friday, March 7 (Monday, March 10); Stafford, 

‘Wednesday, March 12; Birmingham, Wednesday, March 19, One judge 

only will go to the first seven places. 

Western (Stepben and Cave, JJ ) —Devizer, Saturday, February 22; 
Dorchester, Wednesday, February 26; Taunton, Saturday, March 1; 
«sodmin, Thursday, March 6; Exeter, Tuerday. March 11; Winchester, 
Tuesday, March 18; Bristol, Monday, March 24 One judge will go to 
the first four places. 

Home (Cave, J ).—Maidstone, Friday, Fcbruary 21 ; Guildford, Monday, 
March 3; Exeter, Tuesday, March 11; Winchester, Tuesday, March 18 ; 
Bristol, Monday, March 24, Two judges will go to the last three places 

Norrn Wats, Cuester, AND GLamorGAN (A. L. Smith, J.).—Welshpool, 
Thursday, February 27; Dolgelly, Saturday, March 1; Carnarvon, Tues- 
day; March 4; Beaumaris, Friday, March 7; Ruthin, Tuesday, March 11; 
Mold, Thursday, March 13; Ohester, Saturday, March 15; Cardiff, Satur- 
day, March 22. Two judges will go to the last two places, 

uTH Wares anp Cuzster (Wille, J )—Haverfordwest, Wednesday, 

February 26; Lampeter, Saturday, March 1; Carmarthen, Tuesday, 

March 4 (Wednesday, March 5); Brecon, Monday, March 10; Presteign, 

Thursday, Merch 13; Chester, Saturday, March 15; Cardiff, Saturday, 

March 22. Two judges will go to the last two places, 

Nortuzen (Mathew and Charles, JJ.).—Appleby, Tuesday, February 
18; Carlisle, Friday, February 21 (Monday, February 24); Lancaster, 
Wednesday, February 26; Manchester, Monday, March 3; Liverpool, 
Monday, March 17. One judge only will go to the firat three places, 

Norra-Eastern (Day and Grantham, JJ.).—Newcastle, Monday, 
F.b-uary 17; Durlam, Friday, February 28; York, Friday, March 7; 
Leeds, Friday, March 14 

Lord Coleridge, C.J , and Field, J., will remain in town. 








‘WARNING TO INTENDING Houss PURCHASERS & LESSEES.—Before purchasing or 

a house have ‘he Sanitary arrangementathoroughly examined. by an expert 
from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, late 115, Victoria-st , West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. —[ ADVT.] 


If the house in which you live is going to be sold over your head, why not 
it? Don’t x your business by taking the purchase- money i. of 
and certainly do not borrow the monev with the chance of having it called in 
atan inconvenient time. Get a liberal. cheap, and expeditious advance from the 
CB PERMANENT BUILDING Society, 4, Ludgate-hill, E.C. Forms and 

ull particulars free by post.—{ ADVT.} 


WINDING. UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 24, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

DvucKER PoRTABLE House Co, LimirEp—By an order made by Stirling, J. dateq 
Jan 18, it was ordered that the company be wound up Hollams & Co, Mincing 
lare. solors for petners 

HENRYs GREAT INDIAN REMEDIES, LIMITED—Creditors are requested. on or before 
March 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debt, 
or claims, to Charles Morgan, 3, Fenchurch bldgs_ Friday, April 18, at 12, ig 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims a 

McNary Macainygs Uo, Liwrren—Oreditors are required, on or before Feb 17, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Henry Newson Smith, 37, Walbrook Thursday, Feb 27, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

OpeERA, LimiTED—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 18, directed to be heard 
before Kay, J, on Saturday, Feb 1 Stanley & Woodhouse, Abchurch lane, 
solors for petner 

THE TeoJesS UNITED MINING AND SMELTING Co, LimiTED—UCreditors are re. 
quired, on or before March 7, to send their names and addresses. and the par. 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to James Steuart, 2, Suffolk lane, Cannon st 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Ristnc Sun HovusE PROPERTY AssociaT.ON—Creditors are required, on or before 
Friday, Feb 7, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to William Yetton, 248, Globe rd. Bethnal Green, E Friday. 
at 14, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
cla'ms 

Savixes BANK FoR CHELSEA AND THE SURROUNDING DIsTRICTS—Petn for winding 
up presented Jan 21, directed to be heard before North, J, on Feb 1 Beal, 
Regent st, solor for petner 

London Gazette.—TuESDAY, Jan. 28, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

AB&EDARE TIN PLATE Co, LimiTED—North, J. has, by an order dated Dec 2%, 
—— Ri-hard Garnaut Cawker, Temple st, Swansea, to be official liqui- 

ator 

AUSTRO-HUNGARIAN GOLD EXTRACTION Co, LimiTED—By an order mie by 
Chitty. J, dated Jan 18, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
company be continued Beal. Regent st, solor for petner 

City OF DUNEDIN SUBURBAN Gas Oo, LIMITED—Stirling. J. has, by an order 
dated Jan 13. appointed Essex White Layton, 2, East India avenue, to be 
official liquidator 

DurHaM Sat Oo. LimttED—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 21, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particn'ars of their debts or claims, to 
Vilieroy Corney Doubleday, 37, Walbrook Friday, March 11, at tt, isappointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

GANNA- AAR PROCLAIMED GOLD FIELD, LimrrepD—By an order made by Stirling, 
J. dated Jan 23, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the Gold 
Field be continued Ashurat & Co, Old Jewry. solors for petner 

HEMSWOETH COLLIERY Co, LimtTED—OChitty, J, has fixed Feb 11, at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of a liquidator 

MFTROPOLITAN CoaL CONSUMERS’ ASSOC ATION, LIMITED—"y an order maie by 
Kay J. dated Jan 20, it was ordered that the association be woundup And 
it was further ordered that Frederic John Young, 41, Coleman st, be appointed 
ae ee official liquidator Lumley & Lumley, Oid Jewry chmbrs, solors 

or petners 

MiItBurRn & Co, LimrreD—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 19, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Robert Milburn and James Durie Pattullo, 31, 8t Swithio’s lane 

PoONDOLAND EXPLORATION AND MINING Co, LimrTED—By an order made by 
Chitty, J, dated Jan 15, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
oonenny be continuei Whitfield & Richardson, Finsbury pavement, solors 
for petnuer 


CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Wican Tramways Oo, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 2%, 
directed to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor. at the Assize Oourts, Man- 
chester, on Wedacsday, Feb5 Mather, Liverpool, agent fur Ackerlegy & Son, 
Wigan, solors for petners 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

EpWArtD Turrp Branxcu LopGs#, Manchester Unity Friendly Society, Woolpack 
Inn, brake st. Rochdale, Lancaster Jan 22 

UNIT; D BRETHREN LODGE OF THE PHILANTHROPIC INSIITUTION FRIGNDLY 
foctutTy, Tredegar Unity. Mangotsfield District Society, Horseshoe Lup, 
Siston Common, Gloucester Jan 20 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 17. 
CaRTHEW, Emity, Richmond, Surrey. Feb 15. Ross v Mayhew, Kay, J. 
Rogers, Victoria st, Westminster 
Hyatt, Wiliam GOODWIN, Alstone, Worcester, Farm2r. Feb 14. Badham ¥ 
Smith, Chitty, J. Nicholis, Basinghall st 


London Gazette.—FamDay, Jan, 24. 
OuRTIS, GEORGE, Sovth Molton st, Oxford st, Harness Maker. Feb 26. 
v Curtis and Curtis vy Curtis, North, J. Smith, Temple chmbrs, Temple 


avenue 
Guest JOHN, Solibull, Warwick, Gent, and Samugt Gusst, Yardley Wood, 
Worcester, Gent. Feb 20. Chattock v Ludlow, Kay, J. Ludlow, Bir 


mingham 
STEEN, JoHN, Wolverhampton, Bookseller. Feb 21. Forsyth v Steen, North, J. 
Martin, Birmingham 


*= 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 28. 

Moore, WitLiaAM WebB, Hanover sq. Feb28 Williams, Deacon, & Co v Webb, 
North, J. Jones, Lime st i 
RICHARDSON, WILLIAM SAMUEL, Maida vale, Gent. Feb 28. Taplin v Mitchell, 

North, J. Hopwood, Chancery lane 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or CLarm. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 2', 
ALLURED, THOMAS, Peterborough, retired Tailor. Feb1. Jones, Wednesbury 


Biock, ALLEN WILLIAMS, Parkfield, Highgate, Esq. Feb 21. Evans & Od 
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BromaGs, IsaBEL, Tewkesbury. March 1, Reece & Co, Birmingham 

Gots, Many, Birmingham. Feb10. Mitchell & Willmott, Birmingham 

DAVIES. JOHN, Spied, Pembroke, Farmer. Marchi. Eaton Evans & Williams, 


Haver ordwest 
Dawson, E HARRIET MATILDA GAMLISG, Brent Knoll, Somerset. Feb 28. Baker 
& C 


, Weston super Mare 
DsEKS, CHARLES, Hundon, Suffolk, Farmer. Feb 28. Partridge & Wilson, Bury 
St Edmunds ; 
Gay, SUSANNA, Percival ter, Brighton. Feb 2t. Webbers & Duncan, Furnival’s 
Rijn MeEysaick, Liverpool, Gent, Marchi, Wright & Co, Liverpool 
HamitTon, HENRY CHARLES, Lieut Col of 2nd Reg of Cavalry, Hyderabad 


Contingent. Feb 17. Bedford & Co, Gt Tower st 
HAUGHTON, bps Openshaw, Lanes, Bricklayer. March 1. Earle & Co, 
Man 


HAyTON, J OHN, Gateshead on Tyne, Yeoman. Marchi. Dobson, Kendal 

Hears, THOMAS, Birkenhead. March 10. Greenbank, Serjeant’s inn, Temple 

Hestop, THomas, Norton and Stockton on Tees, Brewer. Marché. Hunton & 
Bolsover, Stockton on Tees 

HOGAN, ADELAIDE, Carlton. rd, Burnley. Marchi. Earle & Co, Manchester 

HotpEN, Mary, Emmanuel st, Preston. Feb 8. Thompson & Craven, Preston 


FREDERICE My sod Bare rd, Millwall Docks, Stevedore. March 5. 
a &J =p, Lae 
James, THomas, A véillory. B Mon, retired Weaver. Jan27. Lewis, Cardiff 


vam, B Henry, Fairlight, Sussex, Farmer. Feb 28. Phillips & Oheesman, 
tings 
dommeom, -/ ena John st, Mayfair, Esq. Feb 18. Johnson, Clement’s inn, 
ran 


t 
game, Sanaz Ane, Thirlmere rd, Streatham. Feb 21. Hudson & Co, Queen 
ictoria st 
Lzae, Orns, Rochfort Tower, South Norwood, Esq, J.P. Feb25. Saffery & 
Tooley st, Southwark 
MAXEATING, ARY, Bold pl, Liverpool. Feb 15. Steinforth, Liverpool 
MouNTAIN, ELEANOR HANNAH, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester. March 4, 
Minor, Manchester 
Ome. JOHN. Amington, rr Tamworth, Farmer. Feb 15. Argyle & Sons, 
m wort: 
PANNEVIN, EpovarpD, Milk st b’dgs, Milk st, French Manufacturer's Agent. 
Marchi. Mars hall, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Pars a Ling | EDGECOMBE, Plymouth, Gent. March 25. Woollacott, Gresham 
ouse, road 
PLATT, ~~ Angel ct, Bank, Wine Merchant. Feb 21. Pitts-Tucker, Barn- 
sta} 
BicHARDS, EVERELD ge Lg gu Rectory, nr Coleford, Glos. 
Feb7. R.E. & T. B. Mellersh, 
ROGERS, Ls Dyott st, Bloomsbury. Magch 7. Sawbridge & Son, Alder- 
minbury 
Scoon«s. WILLIAM Lipwatt, Central Meat Market, West Smithfield, Meat 
Salesman. Feb 28. Morgan & Oo, Furnival’s inn 
Smnciarr, Lady EMMA IsaABELLA HARRIET CARR Snemeen, Wellesbourne, War- 
wick. arch 25. Garrard & Co, Suffolk st, Pall Mall East 
eto al Hailsham, Sussex, Gent. eb 28, Phillips & Cheesman, 


SMITH, 4 4 Camden rd. Febi8. McLaren, Wemyss rd, Blackheath 


STEPHENSON, JOHN, Felling, Durham, retired Innkeeper. Marchi. Wilkinson 
& Marshall, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Feb 15. Kingsford, 


Sones, Onazeme Wi11amM, Ashford, Kent, Clothier. 
WARD, cmaeee Shrewsbury, Jeweller. Feb10, Clarke & Sons, Shrewsbury 
— Ly Midhurst, Sussex, Esq. Feb 28. Lupton, New sq, 
incoln’s inn 
WILtINs, =F PRESTON, Norwich, Architect, March 18, COhittock & 
oods, Norwich 
Witson, WILLTAM Rosrnson, South Stockton, Thornaby, Yorks, Gent. Feb 28. 
Langley & Elliot, stockton on Tees 
Woop, Saran, Leamington Spa. Marchi. Large & Sons, Leamington Spa 
Youn, Ex1za, Ossory rd, Old Kent rd. Feb10. Watson, Bouverie st, Fleet st 


Lonion Gasette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 24. 
ANDEFSON. GRACE, Houghton le Spring, Durham. March?7, Logge & Miller, 


Houghton le Spring 
ANDERTON, JOHN, Lanes. Lytham. Marchi. Banks & Kendall, Liverpool 


BENNETT, WILLIAM CHRISTOPHER, Sydney, New South Wales, Engineer. Feb 
22. Burne & Wykes, Lincoln’s inn fi fields 
Bock, ALLEN WILLIAMS, Highgate, Esq. Feb 28. Evans & Co, Gray’s inn sqr 








BisHop, Wii.1aM, St John st. Feb2t. Cutler & Co, Duke st, St James’s 
weackaten, JosEPH, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Millwright. Feb 25. England, 


Boag, 5 eaten, Southport, retired Hatter. Feb 24. Blackburae & Smyth, 

BRETT, DE yy James, Christchurch, Pyatestay. New Zealand, Colonel ia 
Hf M’s Army. Feb2t. Geare & Co, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Brown, ELEANvR, Enmore park. South Norwood, Oneyden. Feb 28. Rowland 
& ‘Hutebinees, Croydon 

CARTLIDGE, FREDERICK, Longton, Staffs. Feb 10. Ramsdale, Longton 

CoE, CHARLES WILLIAM, Peckham Rye, Surrey, Victualler. Feb 28. Milner, 
Blackman st, South wark 

Oneet, ome, Seen st, Portman sq. Marchi. Proudfoot & Chaplin, Juhn st, 

dfor: 
Daves, FREDERICK, Fitzroy sq, Organ Builder. March 10. Hortin, Edgware 


DOWNING, Warm, Southborough, Kent, Gent. Feb 28. Crippys & Son, Tun- 


dge 
GLAND, Mark, Sandal Magna, Yorks, Provision Dealer. Marchi. Wain- 
wright & Co, Wakefield 7 
, Mary ANN, Grove terr, Camp rd, Leeds. Marchi. Davie, Leeds 
Gace. ery = Laman. N Woodstock, Oxon, Esq. Feb 22. Waterhous; & Oo, 
ct, Lincoln’ 
Garee, sran, “GxoRce HENRY, Winslowe West End, Southampton, Esq. Feb 22. 


er ‘SIBELLA ANE, Ventnor, I, W. Marchi, Hargrove & Co, Victoria 


it, 
8 - Hedtora row rd, Kentish Town. Marchi. Hughes & Sons, Chap | 
8 01 
IN, ANN, Bootham, York, April2. Walker, York 
HERBERT, Hensene, Pontypool, Mon, Licensed Victualler. March 18, Edwards 
& Le Brasseur, Pontypool 
a RoBeEktT, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Gent. Marchi, Ward, K.ng's Lyna 
ewan, EMMA, Barton under Needwood, Staffs. March 31. Birch & Birch, 
Ci 
KNOWLES, WILLIAM, Moorgate st, Merchant. March10. Hoitiv, E¢gware rd 
MAKBEATING, Marky, Liverpool. Feb 15. Steinforth, Liverpool 
MELLOR, ELIZABETH, Thongsbridge, Almondbury, Yorks. Marchi. Learoyd 
& Simpron, Huddersfield 
OROTHY, Southowram, Halifax Farmer. Feb4. Waller, Ha'ifax 
Mitts, JosEPH, Abberley, Worcestershire, Former. 


Feb 15. R Birkin, 11, 
ces st, Wolverhampton 
PaTTEN, JOHN ALFRED WILSON, Windsor, Lieutenant ia the Life Guards. 
March 10. Farrer & Co. Lincolo’s inn fields 
PLatTTs, WILLIAM. Romney st, Westminster, Tool Maker. Feb 28. Yeilding 
& Oo, Vincent sq, Westminster 
RicBy, GEORGIANA SMMA, Tavistock rd, Bayswater. Feb 22. Russell & Co, 
New inn, Strand 
Roberts, F'RANK WHITAKER, Maynard rd, Walthamstow, Gent. Feb 28, 
Hooper, Clifford’s inn 
ee. a hae § Grove, Notting Hill. March 1, May, New City 
opsgate 
Russ®LL, FKLEANOR eo, Swauscome, Kent. March 25. Russell & Co, 
Old Jewry chmbrs 
SaDLER, SAMUEL CHAMPERNOWNE, Purton Court, Wilts, Esq. Feb 15. Hay- 
garth & Lawrence, Oireacester 
ee — Lae al —anets rd, oe ll common. Feb 28. Lawrance & Co, Old 
ewry chm 
Sty, Roneee, oe opal St Mary, Suffolk, Gent. Feb 22. Fenn & Co, New- 


SmirH, Naomi Herry, Parkside villas, Hounslow. Feb 26. Peake, Hounslow 
STaRE?, MARIANNE, Upham, Southampton. Feb 22. Gater, Salisbury 


on Mary, Y emseaee North, Notting Hill. March 4. Levett & Co, 
n, 
STOKOE, JOHN, oe, Northumberland, Gent. Feb7. Kirsopp, Hexhan 


Taveqe, oom Dina, 8t Thomasthe Apostle, Devon. Feb 26. Tozer & Co, 
Tuongeos, Dawe, Kirkburton, Yorks, Innkeeper. March ii. Sykes & Son, 
Or oe Hereford, Civil Engineer. March 8 Palmer & Oo, 
waa, a me Edgbaston, Warwick, Gent, March 10. Blewltt & Reynolds, 
WEBST&E, wAneR JOANNA, Argyll rd, Kensington, March 1. Beck, Iron- 


mon, 
WIIson, Wrizzas GrorGE, Sheffield, Stockbroker. Feb 14. Gilson, Sheffield 


WOOLLEN, ALICE, Sheffie'd. Marchi, Irons, Sheffi ld 


MIDGLEY, 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, Jan, 24, 


EtMgs, FREDERICK LONSDALE, Stanford rd, New | Lammas, Weenie. 
Southgate, Clerk St Albans Pet Dec 10 Ord 


rasay, Barneteg, Ye Terie, Coach builder 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Barrick. WILLIAM, Barrow on Humber, Lincs 
Market Gardener Gt Grimsby Pet Jan 20 Ord 
an 2? 
Bishop, HENRIBTTA, Brunswick sq, Private Hotel 
keeper High Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Boum, Davis, Mansell st, Nyhitockapel, Tailor High 
Court PetJan3 OrdJan 
Bourke, Dominic, Leeds, Seances Hawker Leeds 
Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 
Brown, GEORGE Wuscs, Gt Grimsby, Fishcurer 
Gt Grimsby PetJani8 Ord Jan 
BURSILL, CHARLESJOHN, Iverson rd, Kilburn, Builder 
High Court PetJan20 Ord Jan 
CaTLEY, ARTHUR HENRY, Bradford, Fish Merchant's 
Assistant Bradford Pet Janis Ord Jan 18 
BsRLAIN, JOHN, New Clee, Gt Grimsby, Fish- 
curer Gt Grimsby Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 21 
Cuitp, Joun BEAUMONT, Leeds, Butcher’s Manager 
Leeds Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 20 
AXTON, WILLIAM HENRY, and Aaraun WILLIAM 
‘'Hompson, Poole, Dorset, Uutfitters Poole Pet 
Janz0 Ord Jan 20 
UbRA T, GEORGE, Lowestoft, Fishing Boat Owner 
Ge Yarmouth Pet Janz: Ord Jan 21 


Dyzr, Francis, Barton wu: Humber, ] Lines Draper 
Gt Grimsby Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan —. 

Banis, James, Fairfield, Worcester, Nailmaker 
Worcester Pet Jani OrdJan 





EnsBy, CHARLES, Amberley rd, Harrow rd, Manure 
Dealer Hign Court Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 21 

GASCOIGNE, ALFRED CLARKE, Lod, 
house keeper Poole tet Jan 20 rd Jan 20 

GILLIONS, WILLIAM, jun, Finaingley, +b, Farmer 
Sheffield Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 

Grist, HENRY ALBERT, Norton St Philli ite, Se  Somnennst, 
late Dealer Krome Pet Jan 22 

GEuBB, HENRY, High st, Brevtford. ++ 
Brentford Pet Jani8 Ord Jan 18 

HAtTFULL, Francis JOHN, New Soematen. Kent, 
a Printer Rochester et Jan 21 

HAvGHTON, WALTBR JOHN, Morley St Peter, Eat 
folk,Gent Norwich Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 

HeatTH, JOHN HENRY, on C rd, Willesden, 

eller ourt Pet Jan on 

bn Jan 2 


Perak CRESWELL, Anfield, nr Liverpool, 
Gominerciat Traveller,,3Liverpool Pet Jan 4 


Hurst, JoHN Rosert, Knutsford, Cheshire, 
Bailiff Manchester Pet Jan2t Ord Jan 21 
JACQUIER, W1r114AM Squiess,. Bristol, 
‘traveller Bristol Pet Jan20 OrdJan 21 
JAMES, HENRY OSWALD, Bag yy Ppes 
Agent a ton Pet Ja, > yy nk | : 
ELEANOR JAN, srewes ow Liverpoo! 
Seuee t Deo 16 Ord Jan 
_ my 4 P, Beaforth, Lancs, Builder Liverpool 
an 





Barnele 
OHN, x, Devizes, Wilts, B ower Bath Pet 
Jan2i Ord Jan 
| MorGan, rs Cecemtecter. Dorset, Olerk in 
Rourscuae Holy Orders Dorchester Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 2 


sunety, FX. i Lombard st High Court Pet Aug 


NorgzIs, Farpuacx. Surgen Shaftes' rd, Acton, 
Carpenter Pet Jan, 13 Ord Jan 4 

PEDROZA, Some d 8 
a d yt 4 ‘ord Jan me 

PErrir, HARD, Oa St George's in East, 
Grocer High Gourt Pot Jan 21 Ord Jan 22 


PRINNETT, Eni Market D: oie Salop Dabier 
Nantwich and Orewe Pet eA 18 Ord Jaa 


QUENEBOROUGH, WILLIAM EpwIn, Bottom aii 
Markyate Street, Herts, Farmer St Albans Pet 
noite, Sous Tews, Kidlington, Oxon, Baker 
BINSON, JOHN OMAS, on, 
Oxford Pet Janzz Ord Jan 22 
Rosy, SAMUEL, Manchester, aoe Retailer Man- 
chester Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 21 


y, tae , Bolton 


Pet Jan7 
Stacey, WILLIAM, Koights Enham, Andover, 
Hants, Blactsmith Sa‘isbury Pet Jan ai Ord 


Jan 21 
TAYLER, GEORGE, Leeds, Dentist Leeds Pet Jan 20 


an 20 
ae AUGUSTUS, oe Foctayen Og 
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, CHARLES EDMUND, and ALBERT CHRISTOPHER 
TWINN, oye pa Music Dealers Nottingham 
Pet Jan 22 Jan 

EXKS, CHARLES. Stoke | ee rd, Builder High 

"Tras Ord Jan 18 

WESsTEAY, JAMES, Preston, Tobacconist Preston Pet 
Jan2t OrdJan 21 

Wu4amMs, Ress, Graigtrebanos, nr Pontardawe, 
Glam. Messon Swansea Pet-Jan2i Ord Jan 21 

Ygapon, Wir11amM Riper, and CHARLes MITCHELL. 
ie st cr Hay Dealers Halifax Pet Jan 7 

an 1 


The following amended notice is substituted for 
that published in the London Gazette of Jan. 17. 


ASLETT, JOHN THOMAS, Stroud Green rd, Finsbury pk. 
Boot Dealer High Court Pet Jani5 Ord Jan15 


The following amended notice is — for that 


published in the London Gazette of Jan. 21. 


Gowrsc. AETHUR EDWARD. Ipswich, late Farmer 
Ipewich Pet Janié Ord Jan 16 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


APPIEGATE, TzomMss Wuir11sM, Wood Norton, 
Norfolk, Farmer Febiati2 Off Rec, 8, King st, 


Benguaw, JOHN WILLIAM. Syston, Leica, cousege 
ce Fetes Feb 3 at 3 Off Rec, 


pein Dominic, Leeds. Licensed Hawker Feb8 
atii Off Rec, 22. Park rew. Leeds 

sous. JOHN En?tNnezer, Lianwrtyd Wells, Brecon, 

Grocer Jan 31 at 12 Off Rec, 97, Oxford st, 


Swansea 

CATLEY, ARTHUR HENRY, Bradford, Fish Merchant’s 
— Febiatii Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 

ord 

CxLaxton, WILLIAM Henry, and ArTHUR WILLIAM 
THOMPSON, Poole, Doreet, Outfitters Feb 3 at 1.15 
Off Rec, Salisbury 

Cock, Writs. Staodon, Herts, Farmer Feb 3 at 
11.30 Dimsdale Arms Hotel, Hertford 

Craces, JouN. Pinchingthorpe. Yorks, Farmer Feb 
4ati1 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middieshorough 

EAvEs. JaMEs, Fairfield, Belbroaghton, Worcs, Nail- 
maker Febi4at10 Off Rec, Worcester 

GAGEFHEIM, WILLIAM. Harrow rd, Clerk Feb 6 at 
2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

GamBLix, WALTER Wir11am, Kingston, Somerset, 
Farmer Feb 1 at 11 Off Rec, 63, Hammet st, 
Taunton 

GASCOIGNE. ALFRED CLARKE, Bournemouth, Lodging 
house Keeper Feb3at3 Off Rec, Salisbury 

GatTrsk. JoHN WititaM, Benneriey rd, Clapham 
Common, formerly Buyer at Messrs. Hayes, 
Candy&Co Jan3iat3 119, Victoria st, West- 
minster 

Gowimac, AntHuR Epwarp, Ipswich, late Farmer 
Jan 31 at 11.20 Off Rec, Ipswic 

Gray, Ary, Middlesborough. late Lodging house 


Feb 4 at 11 Off Rec, Albert 
ties ‘ c Cc, 8, bert rd, 
Green, GEORGE omas, Upper Thames st, Glass 
Merchant Feb 5 at 2.30 mS Carey st, Lincoln’s 


Gur't Rovekrt, Stroud, ie, Tailor Feb4at4 Im- 
perisl Hotel, Strou 
HENRY ‘SraraEnece, Rossiter rd, Balham, 
Oierk to's Lithographer Feb4at2.20 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 
——- ong a. =e Brompton. Kent, 
ourneyman Printer eb 10 at 11.20 ff 
—— st, » Rock ester “ _— 
UGHION, WALTER JOHN, Morley St Peter, Nor- 
—_, om Feb 1 at 1 Off "Rec, 8, King st, 
Nor 
Igwi, Wr1114m Kewny, Manchester, Grocer Jan 
21 at 220 — Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, 


acors, Hzezexian, N: Mon, late Outfitter 
FebZatii.2 Off Rec, 12, egar Ph Newport 
JERVIS, CHARLES Sf Viscen?, Bury st, St James’s, 
«f no occupation Feb 5 at 320 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
Jousstosz, W. J. Horg, » Hotel Metropole, Charing 
sows, Gent Feb 4 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
ore st, Lincoln’ . 
Sela HL, Canning Town, Essex,  Bargebuiider 
Febéatii 4%, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Josas, WauTern Rozext, Bi ae Medical Dis- 
penser Feb 4 at 12.15 2%, Uolmore row, Bir- 


ining 
Krrrox. furpenicx Haxvey, Ipswich, 
am at 12 - Rec, y Ieowses A eo oP 
1GnTON, JAMES, op Auckland, Durham, 
See eae Jan Biat2 Off Rec, 25, John st, 


Lewis, bol nen rd, Pimlico, Auctioneer 

Carey st, Lincoin’s fon 
Lose, Witt gam late of Stroud, Glos, 
retined Cloth Manufacturer Febiat3 Imperial 


Lovers,” doenrA, Lamb’s Conduit st, Holborn, 
eane YY evchoouseman Feb¢ati2 23, Carey st, 


May Dt ry 
Os Save . Bailder Febtat3 Off 
Ree, 17 Hertford st, mr mA , re 
, Macclestiel ish Dealer Feb4 
onset yo ee. finn Lazaro, Macclenh 
She ler 

ae i fee oi 3, rodegas Newport = 
Porren, J "Brick Manutac- 

— Wh seln Dimsdale Arma Hotel, Hert- 


POwmis, Jamme, Ware, Hi. Carpenter b 
Dimosele 4 Ayms rma He Herttor ¢ we 6 


Parmer Jan MH ab deen wget + 
6 
shor, % Albans ees 





RosTrRon, ROBERT, Bury, Beerseller Feb 4 at 11.20 
16, Wood st, Bolton 

TURNER, WILLIAM, Beulah rd, Thornton keath, 
Surrey, Milkseller Jan 31 at12 119, Victoria st, 
Westminster 

Youne, GrorGE Wit11am, Tunbridge Wells, for- 
merly Farmer Jan 3iat2.30 Spencer & Reeve, 
Mount pleasant, Tunbridge Wells 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALLEN, JOHN, and JAMES FITTON, Hogwood, Lancs, 
Carriers Bolton Pet Jan4 Ord Jan2 
BABRICK, WILLIAM, Barrow on Basher, Lincs, 

—_— Gardener Gt Grimsby Pet Jan20 Ord 


Jan 

BoungE. » Demet, Leeds, Licensed Hawker Leeds 
Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 

Bowss,¢ as EBENEZER, disnnrie’d Wells, Brecon, 

Pet JanioO Ord Jan 21 

BRoves, ” WintiAM Manchester, Wheelwright 
Manchester PetJan 18 Ord Jan 20 

Brown, GEORGE WILSON, Gt — Fishcurer Gt 
Giimsby Pet Jani8 Ord Jan 1 

CHAMBERLAIN, JOHN, New Clee, dt oa, Fish 
ecurer GtGrimsby Pet Jan2t Ord Jan 2 

CHILD, JOHN BEAUMONT, . Butcher’s le 
Leeds Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

CraxtTon, Witt1aAM Henry, and ARTHUR WILLIAM 
THoMpsoN, Poole, Dorset, Outfitters Poole Pet 
Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

DURRANT, GEORGE, Lowestoft, Fishing Boat Owner 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan2i Ord an: .. 

r. 


DYER, ery: Barton upon 
Gt Grimsby Pet J Jan21 Ord Jan 2 
Belbroughton, Worcs, 
ail Pet Jani OrdJan 22 

Everett, C H, formerly Gt St Andrew st High 
Court Pet Novit Ord Jan 22 

GAUNTLETT, Henry DovuGias, CUTHBERT AUGUSTIN 
GAUNTLETT, and HaMILTon WILLIAM ATHERLEY, 
Bishopsgate st hp amy oy Tea Dealers High Court 
PetJan 17 Ord Jan? 

Git.ions, WILLIAM, Tes. Finningley. Yorks an? 
Notts, Farmer, Sheffield Pet Jan 20 Ord 


Jan 

Guust, 1 Henry ALBEsT, Norton 8t, Philip. Somerset, 
late Dealer Frome Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 

HATFULL, Francis JoHN, New Brompton, Kent, 
cournyman Printer Rochester Pet Jan 21 

Ord Jan 21 

HAvGuHTON, WALTER‘ JOHN, Morley St Peter, Norfclk, 

Gent Norwich Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 


<aune, 


Heatu, JouHn HENRY, Streatley rd, Willesien, 
Chemist’s Traveller High Court Pet Jan 21 
Ord Jan 22 


Hepiey, FeELIx CRESWELL, Anfield, nr Liverpool, 
on pea Traveller Liverpool Pet Jan3 Ord 
an 2 
Hitrox, CHARLOTTE. Belsize avenue, Belsize park, 
Reeaeaoens Keeper High Oourt Pet Dec 17 
HOLpIna, qucncs, Nassau st, Mortimer st, Com- 
+ ¥ Traveller High Court Pet Oct1i9 Ord 


Jan 
Hvest, Fons RoseEkt, Knutsford, Cposhire, yam 
Bailiff Manchester Pet Jan 21 


JACKSON, Southwick st. ade pk, or Widow 
5 High Court PetJan2 Ord Jan 
ACOBS, 


EKIAH, Newport, i, ‘ate Outfitter 
Newport PetJan15 Ord Jan 22 
LAWRENC8, EDWARD, Weston super Mare, Somerset, 
Butcher Bridgwater | ae Jené Ord Jan 20 
LinsTEAD, WILLIA: aley., Xo ge oree, Ooachbuilder 
Barnsley Pet jE 20 


LonG, WILLIAM ALEXANDER, late rf Stroud, Glos, 
retired Cloth Manufacturer Gloucester Pet 
ct 22 Ord Jan 22 
MERRITT?, JOHN, Devizes, W"ts, Brewer Bath Pet 
Jan2i Ord Jan4% 
Mostzy, THomas, Macclesfield, Fick Dealer Maccles- 
field Pet Jani15 Ord J 
PEtrrr, Ramne, anne st. et t George! ‘8 in the Maat, 
Grocer High Pet Ord Jan 
ROBINSON, JOHN Same Tillie chon Oxon, Baker 
Oxford Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 
Ropy, SamMust, Manchester, Beer Retailer Man- 
chester Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 21 
Rooxs, WILLIAM jr pag 7 me Kisgston on Thames, 


Timber Merchant gston, Surrey Pet Nov 
29 om os 
Sracey, WittiaAM, Knights Enham, nr Andover, 


Hants, Blackernith Balisbury PetJan2i Ord 


SUNDERLAND, JOHN EDWARD, pivcgien, pee. 
Wastedealer Halifax PetJan10 Ord J 
me mg Leeds, Dentist ie Pet ides 20 


Werexs, Onantzs, Stoke Newington rd, Builder 
High Court Ord Jan 22 

WHELDON, James, Bedale. Fests, Draper North- 

alle: con’ Pet Dec 11 Ord Jan % 

W1111AMs, Rexs, Gr + Smoky Pontardewe, Glam, 
Mason Swansea Pet Jan2t Ord Jan 2 

WOOLLISCROPT. J Ea8K, pAcespoo, Sugar Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet Dec 3” Ord Jan 22 


The Solovins pmanded notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of Jan. 21. 


ASL aes, Joun tcf Stroud Green rd, Finsbu 
pk. Boot Desir High Court Pet Jan 16, Ord 
an 


London Gazette, —TOuSdAY, Jan, 28, 


RECEIVING ORDERS, 
Bazz70n, §. ©,, Kaling, Clerk in Holy Orders Brent- 
ford’ Pet Dec tt Ord Jan ai 
Coctnaen, ‘eonr Joun, Ramagate, Stonemason 
Canterbury Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 16 
Dascomnt, Luwis, Grange, Cardiff, Baker Oardiff 
Pet Jan Ord Jan 





DEUSSEN, JEAN PavL_ PxrTeER, Liverpool, Hotg 
eeper aAreepon * Jan 10 thy = 23 
ETHERTON, ILLIAM, ‘ortsmou! acksmith 
Portsmouth Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan2 
FARLEY, GEORGE, the younger, Pen = Kent, Gay 
penter yy Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
RENCE, xT, Bognor, Sussex, Jobmaste 
Brighton Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 23 
GILBERT. JOSEPH, sine. Grocer "isettel Pe 
Jan25 Ord Jan 
GREEN, SAMUEL Tomm. Leicester, Tuaber Merchang 
Leicester Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 2 
HaaG, Sm0n_ FREDERICE, * aod rd, Hollo 
Butcher High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan %4 
HArRIS, FREDERICK, East | Suffolk, Groeg 
Tpewiey Pet Jan2% Ord Jan 26 
WALTER JaMES, Tunis rd, Shepherd's 
Bush, Sotdies’s Salesman High Court Pet Jaq 


25 Ord Jan 
Se oe 3 DAUBIGNY, ihe, neal 

"Winchester Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 

Haws, Ropert Tynparz, Coleman et, Cha 
Accountant High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Jeng 

Haywoop, ARTHUR, Silverdale, Lancs, Innk 
Preston Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 

JONES, BENJAMIN, East India Dock a. roe 
Draper High Court Pet Jan2 Ord J 

—_, Sone Bete Confectioner Bristol Met 

Kina, EpwIn WakkR, Walworth rd, pean Furnisher 
High Court Pet Jan23 Ord J 

KNIGHTON, WILLIAM DEVEREUX, yy lane, Italian 
by ouseman High Court Pet Jan 2% Ord 

NEWSTEAD, FRANK EvsTon, Dover, Licensed my. 
tualler Canterbury Pet Jan 23 OrdJ 

NogMAN, Francis HENRY youean, Priory Pp 
Kilburn, Clerk in H M Civil Service High a 
vot i lll nag A 
THomas OSBORN, jun, and 

ALTER OsEoEm, "High st, Isliogton, Dairymen 

Pane — Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

JOSEPH, Cockermouth, Painter Cocker. 
a Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 2 

PICKERING, WHARLEY, Loftus, Yorks, Auctioneer 
Stockton-on-Tees and Middlesborough Pet Jaa 
24 Ord Jan 24 

PLUMB, Wusuraas HeEnegy, Napton on the Hill, War. 
wickshire, Blacksmith Warwick Pet Jan % 
Ord Jan 23 

Ramus, BENJAMIN, Mecklenberg sqr, Commission 
Agent High Court PetJan9 Ord Jan 2% 

SAVIDGE, JOHN, Weymouth, marge, & Pork Butcher 
Dorchester Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 

SHEPLEY, JAMES, Mirfield, Yorks, Tailor Dewsbury 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

SiaTer, THOMAS, Winskiil, nr Langwatbby, Cumber- 
land. Coal Agent Carlisle Pet Jan 25 


Jan 25 

Suirn, W H, Hales, Spey Gent Taunton Pet 
Dec 16 Ord Jan 25 

STEPHENS, WILLIAM HENRY. Moreton in Marsh, 
Glos, Station Master Banbury Pet Jan24 Ord 
an 

TurNnER, THOMAS JAMES. Central Market, Pro 
a High Court Pet Dec 16 


an 23 
WALLDER, WILLIAM Henry, Ventnor. I W, Builder 
Rompe ans 5 and Ryde PetJan 2% Ord Jan 2% 
WATSON, Henry, Bowling. Bradt 
Plumber “Bradtord Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 
WEATHERLEY, THOMAS LENTON, Leeds, Auctioncst 
Leeds Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 24 
WitiiaMs, THomas, Ludchurch, Ponte, Labourer 
Pembroke Dock Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 93 
WI11son, Freperics, Castleford, Yorks, Fruit Mere 
ehant Wakefield PetJani4 Ord Jan 2% 


The pat amended notice is substituted for that 
ublished in the London Gazette of Jan 21, 

PB ce ALFRED Jonny, Cheltenham, Baker Chek 

tenham PetJanié Ord Jan 16 


we. MEETINGS. 


Bs “BRICK, Barrow on Humber, Lines, 
Market ES Feb 4 at 12 Off Reo, 3, Haven 
st, Gt Grimsby 


Betrinson, Witt1aM Tomas, Lewisham Hieh rd, 

tford, Kent, ‘Chemist Feb 5 at 12 119, Vie 

tor we ‘estminster 

Bring, WILLIAM ERNestT, Lambeth walk, Lambeth, 
fs Baker Feb 7 at 11 33, Oarey st, Lincoln’s ina 

8 

Broven, Wri11aM, Manchester, Wheelwright Feb 

4at g Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 


ches 
BRown, ‘Gtonos Waser Great Grimsby, Fishcurer 
ae — 11,30 ff Rec, 3, Haven st, G 


BuaronD, ~~, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Feb 4 
Off Rec, 3, Haven st, t Grimsby 
CHAMBERLAT®, Jouy, New Clee, Gt Grimsby, Fide 
curer Feb 4at 12.3 80 Off Reo, 8, Haven at, Great 


Grimsby 
CHILD, Fouts Baavwown, Leeds, Butcher’s Managet 
Feb4atii Off Keo, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Erumeton, Wri11AM, Portsmouth, Blacksmith Fe) 


10 at 3.30 166, Queen st, Portsea 
Gauii0ms, WILtAM, jun, Finningley, Yorks and 
; farmer Keb 6 at 10,30 Off Reo, Figtree 
lane, Shefileld 


GOLDING, Joun Poncn, Handsworth, nr Birmingham, 
Gent Feb7 atit 25, Colmore row, Hirmingha® 

Gane, Many Louisa, Edgbaston, Warwickshire, 
Dairy Produce Baleswoman Feb 6atil 26, 
more row, Birmingham 

OGnuun, Samus. Jon, Loicester, Timber Morchas# 
Feb7 at 12.90 (if Roo, 31, Friar lane, 

Haton, Hanny Davnrony, Winchester, Stations 
Febéat3 Off Reo, 4, Kast st, Southampton 


27 





18909 


Bool, Hotel 
I 
‘Biackami 
Kent, Cay 
an 22 
Jobmaster 
utford Pe 
r Merchang 
, Hollo 
rd Jan 24 
folk, Greegp 


Shephera’y 
rt Pet Jay 


, Stationers 
, Cha’ 

Ord Jan 
. Innk 
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ristol Pet 
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ywoop, ArTauR. Silverdale, Lancs, Innkeeper 
a Feb a at 8 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Heviey, F ‘ELIX OCRESWALL, Anfield, nr sPesvest, 
Comm Li aw Feb 5 at 2 Off Re ic, 35, 
Victoria st, Liverp 
——— JAMES, Ter teahell st Feb6atit Bank- 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s ion 
Huss. OHN ROBERT, ee. Cheshire, Farm 
Feb 4 at 2.30 ff Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 


JacQUIER. WILLIAM Squires, Bristol, Commercial 
| ed Feb 5 at 12.45 Off Ree, Bank chbrs, 
Brist 

JamES, DAVID, Fishguard, Pembs, Mariner Feb 13 
at2 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Jonxs, JOHN, Bristol, Confectioner Feb 5 at 3 Off 
Reo, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

J OHN BLANCHARD, Howden, Yorks. Solicitor 
B,J 6atil Off fase SS pm House In, H 

Mauei™, ‘THomAs, Pentra, Llandegfan, oe me late 
Fish Merchant Feb 5 at 2.80 Off Rec, Orypt 

Seaeeen doman Savionn, Wiha, 2 Feb 7 at 

OHN, Devizes, Wi rewer Fe a 
12.30 Norris & Harecock, Solicitors, Devizes 
Mamuce. STEPHEN, Hastings, Brickmaker Feb 5 at 
Rie & Carr, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 

Mor RANDALL, Charminster, Dorset, Clerk in 
Holy, Orders_ Feb 4 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

NaTHAN, MARK Jay, Waterloo rd, Furrier Feb ii at 
oe 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

STEAD. FRANK EvusToNn, Dover, Licensed Victu- 
her ler Feb 8 at 2 Mowll & Mowll, 36, Castle st, 


Dover 
PaLBY, JOSEPH Roem, Baltingbey., TA Lincs, Farmer 


Feb 6 at 12.15 = ae + > amas * rer 
PHILLIPS, a, g, Essex, Grocer Feb 4 
2.30 Shirehall, Chelmsford 


READER, ROBERT, "Bubwith, nr Howden, Yorks, late 


foe Feb6 ati2 Off Rec, Trinity House 


lo, H 
REMMINGTON, SAMUEL LINDSAY Moor, North End rd, 
We t Kensington, Retired Major in H. M, Army, 
Feb7 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoin’s inn 
RupKIN, THomAs, Newgate st, late Licensed Victu- 
tualler Feb11 ati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn 
SLaTER, THOMAS, Winskill, nr Langwathby, Cumber- 
land, Coal Agent Feb 10 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Fisher 
st, Carlisle 
MITH, FREDERIC, Plaistow, Essex, Builder Feb7 at 
S “ii Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Liacoln’s inn 
elds 
Stacey, WittiAM, Knights Enham, nr Andover, 


Hants, Blacksmith Feb 4 at 2.45 | Off Rec, Salis- | 
SHEPLEY, JAMES, et Yorks, Tailor Dewsbury | 


bury 

WALLDER, WILLIAM HENRY, Ventnor, I.W., Builder 
Feb 17 at2 Holyrood chbrs, Newport 

ESTRAY, JAMES, Preston, Tobacconist Feb 4 at 3 | 

off Ree, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

WILLIAMS, CHARLES, Ruabon, Denbigh, Labourer 
Feb 11 at 11.40 Priory, Wrexham 

Woop, FEtIx, Surbiton, Surrey, Uycle Dealer Feb 6 
atil Cannon st Hotel 

YEADON, WILLIAM RimeEr, and CHARLES MritoH 


late of Halifax, Hay Dealers Feb6at1 Eugiand 
& Son, Solicitors, Howden 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Boum, Davis, Mansell st, NJ bitechapel, T.ilor High 
Court Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 2 


mp, JOHN, Darlaston, Staffs, General Furniture 
Dealer Walsall Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 23 

OaTLEY, ARTHUR HENRY, Bradford, Fish Merchant’s 
Assistant Bradford Pet Jan 18 ne Jan 24 

CocknuRN, HeNRY JOHN, Rams +" Stonemason 
Oanterbury Pet Jan 25 Ord 

DascomBe, LEwIs, Grange, Cardiff, il Cardiff 
Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 

Davies, JOSEPH, Ferndale, Gian, Builder Ponty- 
pridd PetJan7 Ord Jan 

Devusssn, JEAN PAavL Sarna, Liverpool, Hotel 
Keeper Liverpool Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 23 

Ensby, OnARLES, mberley rd, Harrow y Manure 

er High Court Pet Jan 21 Ord Ji 

G@ascoiGnr, ALFRED CLARKB, Bournemouth. | ‘Lodging 

te Keeper Poole Pet Jan 20 Jan 24 
Hunky, Brentford, Grane Brentford 

Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 23 

HaaG, SIMON Faunenaon, Hornsey rd, Holloway, 
__ Butcher High Court Pet ) Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 














Harvey, WALTER J. Tanis rd, Shepherd’s Bu: 
——- S Scleeun Bile Court Pet Jan 25 O. 


25 
Hatcn, Henry DAvsiery, Winghemes, Stationer 
Winchester Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 


n 23 

~~ N, Haney A., foruneriy of os Portlani st 
h Court Pet Deci3 Ord Jan 2 

Hiti, Coagtes HARWOOD, anges. Middleton, Lan3s, 
Clerk in Holy Orders Oldham Pet Oct 3) Ord 


an 24 
Hunras, James, Leadenhall st High Court Pet 
Dec7 Ord Jan 24 
Jones, BENJAMIN, East India Dock rd, Poplar, 
Draper High Vourt Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 
JounsTosE, W. I. an* the Hotel Metropole, 
Charing San Oe t High Court Pet Nov 14 
Jonges, JOHN, Rristol, Confectioner Bristol Pet 
23 Ord Jan 23 ahi 
re, 


om, © WILLIAM AMBROSE, ~~ 4 Carnarvon: 
Cabinetmaker Bangor Pi 1 Ord Jan %4 
LEIGHTON, J. Bishop Auckland, Durham, Cos- 
tume Maker Durhac Pet Jan 13 urd Jaa 2} 
leas, Henry Marsa, aa. Glos, per 


25 
LUPONE, JOSEPH, Lamb’s ag et olborn, Italian 
5 me High Cow Pet Jan 6 Ord 
an 


MARSHALL, RoBERT Epwasp, Nuneaton. Warwick, 
Solicitor Coventry Pet Novs Ord Jan 24 
Norman, Freancis Henry Forster. Pri Park rd, 
Kilburn, Civil ~~ the Clerk High Vourt Pet 
Jan23 Ord Jan 
Norris, FrepERIcK Thareon, Shaftesbury rd, Acton, 
Carpenter Brentford Pet Jan 13 Ond Jan 23 
alee J OHN Cagerqnene, Halifax, Tailor Halifax 
Pet Mavit Ord Jan13 
PEARSON, JOSEPH, Cocteeayeat, Painter Oocker- 
re Jan ui erpoal, Fin - Li - 
ILLIAM. gompe Financier verp 
Pet Dec 30 Ord J: 
PICKERING, WHARLEY, Totus, Yorks, Aucti mer 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Jan 
24 OrdJan 24 
PaRinnet, Enoca, Market Drayton, Gelee, _ Saar 
Nartwich and Crewe Pet JaniS Ord J: 





| Rostron, Rosert, Bury, Beerseller Bolton wet 


Jan? Ord Jan 24 
Rupkrn, THomas, Newgate st, late Licensed Vic- 
tualler High Court PetDec28 Ord Jan 23 


Pct Janz Ord Jan 25 


SiaTerR, THOMAS, Winskill, nr Langwathby, Cum- 


somnen » Coal Agent Carlisle Pet Jan 25 Ord 
an 


TuRNnerR, Maurice HENRY, — Boot Dealer | Ww 


Burnley Pet Novié Ord Jan 


WALLDER, WILLI4M HENRY, Ventnor IW., Baiiéee 
Newport and Ryde PetJan% OrdJan 
WATSON, HENRE Bowline, Bradford, 


WILLIAM Y 
umber Bradford Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 
WEATSERLEY, THO: N, Leeds, ‘Auctit oneer | 
Leeds Pet Jen Ord Jan 25 
Preston, Tubacconist Preston | 


WILSON, FARDERIOX, ( Uastletord, Yorks, Fruit Mer- | 
chant Wakefield Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 24 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


Bgiior.—Jan. 26 tthe Gant, Addles 8nu 

. . 26, a 

the wits of Hugh Hi. I, Hallet, bacriste wa 
a 


MARRIAGE3. 
ay ye 23, at St. Pancras Church, 
Arthur Hamlia, of 9, solicitor, to 
Emily ¥ Maria Austwick, widow of the late J. H. 


‘Arthur 3 Ww abe y gn x 
stort inw. to ‘Amy eldest. denshter’ of Alled 
Hewlett, Haseley M x or — 
Pa jahatcltalte Bourse Pon Loe 
BO papheny og 
13, Moorgate-street, solicitor, aged 59. 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


Feb. 7—Mesers. Baxer & Sons, at the Mart, E. at 
oe. — its (see advertisement, “> 


Feb. 6. [Oy gapaoappee Ae 
Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, Periodical Sale (see adver- 
it, this week, p. 4). 





The Subscription to the Souictrors’ JOURNAL és 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 288.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office —cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s.6d. 





CONTENTS. 
CURRENT To: seccce sece: cee -cbeecccee -seccccces S05 
RESETTLEMENTS OF FAMILY ESTATES ........--.- 208 
Teasers ey Gniaeg St Ex: Execurors oF DecgasED 








“ee eeeee cece ees coeee 








TOSS Sees OO SEE LOSSES Hee eee Ce eE TEES 216 











aoneaat ie A008 somes <ceneseccccce-seeee SIE 
| Bamanurser Secsems ir 
Al letters intended for publication in the 


YEADON, WILLIAM RIDER, and OH#igLes MITCHELL, | 
late of Halifax, Hay D Halifax Pet Jan? 
Ord Jan 22 


RECEIVING ORDER RESOINDED. 


Jonwss, Frepertck WARNER, Leadenhall st, Civil 
1 High Court Ord May 31, 1839 Rese 
an #4 


COMPOSITION OR SOHEME ANNULLED. 


PALMER, JOHN CASTLEDINE, Halifax, Tailor Halifax 
Comp: July 10, 18-9 Annul Jan 13 








“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer, 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, ¢ 
ts requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher 





The Eighth{Edition, Revised and Corrected, 
8vo, price 188. 
HE INSTITUTES a og USTUMIAR 
Se Sea eh ahaa 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law, late Fellow of Oriel 
London: Loromans, Gag, & Oo. 








THELAW GUARANTEE & TRUST SOCIETY, 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 
HED Orrice: 9, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London, 


Tho Hon, BARON POLLOC 


K, 
The Hon, Mr, JUSTIOB KAY, 


I.—FIDELITY SUARGNTEES, given on behalf of Clerk 


ers, and others; also Bonds on 


swotntments, where 
—LUNAGY Y OOM MITTERS® BONDS 
DMINISTRATION BONDS en 
Il. ~ADMIRALTY BAIL BONDS granted, 
Ill.—MORTGAGHE INSURANCES effected. 


alf of Trustees in Ra y 7, Ligue 
dators and Receivers under @ the High Court, and all persons h clding Governmen . 


ted. 
into at moderate rates, 


LIMITED. 








PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 
General Manager and Secretary, THOS, R. RONALD. 


TRUSTEES : 
Mr. DAY 
| The Hom: Mr. GRANTHAM. 
OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY : 
1G RUREES BS and BANK DEPOSITS insured. 
phy A DEBENTURBS, &0, tne Sen Society acts as Trustee 


benture and 


tor De ther Loans. 
VI. TRUSTEESHI . The peggy J to be appointed Trustee 
either in existing cane in those = - 


ise wes speneat Precpestes.) 
Viti. TONTRACIS BOAR ERIERED tes to ~~ Shea 


For further partioulars apply to the ee ee eee 


Ciry: 9, St, Mildred’s-court, Poultry, BO. 
BRisToL: 


we 61, King-street, Liverroon: 6, ¥ 


EDINBURGH : 83, George-street, Guassow ae 


4. Dale-street. nanan: Wh, Cline ere, 
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KING'S CROSS. 


Valuable Fr.chold Ground-rents, amounting to, a 


£312 1s. er annum, with reverrion to the rack 
rents, now estimated at £2,184 per annum. 


N ESSRS. DENT & DALLAS will OFFER 
for SALE by AUCTION, -* the MART, 
Tokenhouse yard. City, on THURSDAY. FEB. 13, 
1890, at ONE o'clock precisely, the ait owing. The 
who'e will be first offered in One Lot, and if not sold 
will then be offered in 1he following or such Lots as 
may be arrang: d. 














y a Rever- Lan 
Groun sion to | ma 
§| Stent. Property. Rack | Rack 
‘ Rents in| Rents. 
1} £4 80 No. 1, Manchester-st ~. years! £50 
2} 400 No. 2, ditto pe 40 
3 46400) No. 3, ditto it o 40 
4} 400 No. 4, ditto S w 40 
5 4 00; No. 5, ditto a ff 40 
6 8 00 No. 6, ditto ee 40 
7} 8 OC No, 7, _ ditto [145 4 40 
8 7 00 No. 8, ditto 1454 40 
9 7 0¢) No. 9, _ ditto et ae 40 
10) 7 00 No.10,_ ditto 14559 40 
11 6 0; No,11, ditto 119% gg 45 
No. 12, _ ditto, ana) 
10 oc ee yee) 19% 55 70 
AS ing 
6 60 No. 13, dite» 2 9 55 
6 60; No 14,__ ditto E49 55 
% 00 No.%, Eateepect-.. me. 45 
1 25 00) No 23, dit B22 ne 45 
iz} 020 (OC! No. 2 Derby- ‘street on ee ” 42 
18 00) No. | 42 
(No. 245, Gray’ Séen-\ 
1 road, with, 
6 604 spacious cab }-'14}_s,, 165 
it yard and ' 
i stabling 
f 10100 No, 247, Gray’ ciened Sk iw 65 
2} 13130C) No.219, ditto 13h oy 99 
2 j No. 251, ditto, and ) 
8 80) 47, Manches-} 143 ,, 135 
al ter-street j 
8 8(| No, %3, Gray’s-inn-ra'i4?_,, 60 
™ 8 8C| No. 255, ditto 148 95 55 
» 80) No. 257, ditto 145 gg €0 
3% 00 Nos. 26 to 30, Argyll-sq 543 99 420 
7 % 00 Nos.31to35, ditto 4: ,, 325 
£312 10) £2,184 
| 





Particulars and conditions of sale, ae plan, to 
be obtained at the Auction Mart; of Messrs. 
«& Moberly. Solicitors, 10, Portland-terrace, South- 
of Mesers. Crossman & Prichard, Solicitors, 
oald’s-road, Gray’s-inn, London, W.C.; and 
ee Auctioneers, 34, Great James-street, Bedford- 
row, W.C. 


R. B. A. REEVES, LAND AGENT and 
SURVEYOR, LONSDALE CHAMBERS, 27, 

ane ae pe LANE, 1s prepared to conduct Seles of 
F and Leasehold Properties by Auction on 


moderate terms. The Management of Property and 
ts und srtaken. 





ESSRS. WOODS, Auctioneers, 13 aa, 

gate-street. have a large conneszion. among 

pt | Groand-Rents. yy have recently made 

further Sales and pa th numerous Funds 

waiting Investment, and will be glad to hear from 

rs and others wishing to sell by Private 

Treaty 7 svetion: also a special buyer fur a large 
secured on Weekly Houses. 





INCOLN’S. INN-FIELDS. — Premises ; 
light, dry, and accessible; suitable for almost 

or business purposes or club; good 

‘euntay fora 2 lew stationer to establish in this 
— Apply to Hovusexrrrgr, 2 and 4, 


eat inn-fields 


FFICES and CHAMBERS — Lofty 
and Well- yo yng, and Chambers to be 
at Lonsdale © bers, No. 27, Chancery-lane 
the S77 io Law ). Also large, well- 
Rooms 1 why r— -% Arbitrations, &c,— 
‘abgly t0 Meee ©. 4. Hanae mm & Co., Chartered 
Acevuntante, on the premises. 


PROMPT & LIBERAL ADVANCES 
ARE MADE ON 
FREEHOLD samy LEASEHOLD PROPERTY 
(Special Facilities to Purchasers for Occupation). 
PROSPECTUS FRE B. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 
ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE. 


FREDERICK LONG, 
Manager an4 Secretary. 





EST BROMWIOH O.RPORATION £3 
PER CENT. REDEE! MABLE STOCK. 


OF £300," 

The CORPORATION of WESf *ROMWIOCH are 
prepared to RECELVE APPLICATIONS for the 
above Stock. Misimum price of issue, £97 per cent. 
Interest payable half-yea'ly on ist April and Ist 
Octob-r. The Stock will be issued io sums of £'0 
and upwards, beiag a multiple of £10, free of Stamp 
Duty and all charges. All transfers of Stock will be 
free cf Stamv Duty. Under the Trust Investment 
Act, 18*9, this Stock is an available investment for 
every Trustee who is not expressly forbidden by the 
instrument creating the Trust to invest in Corpora- 
tion Stock. Forms of a) opeiicanon and any further 
information ve = su monet ied be the underigned. 

ORTH, Registrar. 


Town Hall, West Beene October, 1889, 


GHeFFIELD COBPORATION £3 per 
CENT STOCK.—Issue of £371,320 (authorized 
by the Sheffield Corporation Acts, 1883 aad —— 
_ oe Ba = a et Fs0 notice that 

are prepared to ATIONS for 4 
above sum of SHEFFIELD CORPORATION £3 
per CENT. STOCK. 

Minimum price of issue, £100 per cent. Interest 
payable half-yearly on 1st March and ist September 
at the Sheffield and Hallamshire Rank. Shettield, or 
by their London Agents, Messrs. Gl) n, Mills, Currie, 
& Co., 67, Lombard-street. 

No sum less than £50 of Stock will be allotted. and 
-— amount in excess of that sum must be a multiple 
of £10. 

Under the Trust Investment Act. 1859, recently 
passed, this Stcck is an available investment for 
every Trustee who is not expressly forbidden by the 
instrument creating his trust to invest in Corpora- 
tion Stock. 

Forms of prospectus, Se.. and a'l information re- 
quired will be oupolies be 

FI3HER TASKER, Registrar. 

Borough nema Office, Bridge-street, 

Sheffield, 16th August, 1889. 


LAY UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
memes: ~ Ly x raae 1854, 


126, CHANCERY iANE I ‘LONDON, W.C. 


Cit 
1, ROYAT. EXCHANGE BUILDINGS, E.O. 
LirE DEPARTMENT. 

Special attention is drawn to the following 
features :— 

1. The Bonus added to Policies on young lives at 
the last division of profits amounted to £75 for every 
£100 of premium paid during the Quinquennium. 

2. Claims are payable immediately on proof of death 
ou title. 

3. The Premiums are moderate. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT. 

Losses settled promptly te libera: im f 

Private Houses and Ecc Buildings, if 
brick and tiled or slated, pom i from hazardous 
surroundings, insured at a premium of 1s. 6d. for 
each £100, 

Household Furniture in houses of similar construc- 
tion insured at a premium of 2s. per cent, 

Loans on Reversions and Life Interests. 

Reversions purchased, 

Annuities granted. 


FRANK . MOGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 
DH@NIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomraxp- 


STREET and 67, CHARING-CROS8, Lowpon. 
Established 1782. 

Moderate Rates, Absolute Security. Electric- 
Lighting Rules supplied. Liberal Loss Settlements. 
Prompt Payment of Claims, 

Jount Secretaries— 
W. C. MacponaLp and F. B. MAcDONALD. 
LOSSES PAID OVER 


£17,000,000. 
I | ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


Established 1836, 
Lowpos: 1, ea, E.O, 











ABpEEpErx, 1, 


u1on-terrace, 
INCOME ‘* sirintaal (1868) « ad 


Fire Premiums .. ooo «+ £615 000 
wed — ooo oe eos «» 203,-00 
In ls, Wl 
ACE OMELATED FUNDS | £3, 581, 000 


[MPEBIAL FIRE INSURANUE UUM- 
im ab 


P. 
Established 
Old Broad-street, E.C., vod ss 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Bubncrtbed ed Capital, £3,200,000; . Paid-up, £300,000 
otal lnvested Kunds over £1,600,000. 
kK, COZENS SMITH, 
Gereral Manager. 


I EVERSIONARY and LIFK INTE 
KESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities and Annuities Dib tye or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by th 6 EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST BOCIETY Laer en). 10, 


Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Stra Estab ished 
1636, Capital, £600,000, Interest on may be 
capitelized,, 
8, CLAYTON, Joint 
é: H, OLAYTOR, § Hocrotaries 








PoLtotzs ASSOCIATION, LIMITED, 
ALBION CHAMBERS, BRISTOL. 


BUYERS OF LIFE POLICIES, REVERSIONS, 
AND LIFE INTERESTS 


Forms of proposal and a'l ent e may be 
at the Office 4 ° . TRYO N, neg 
Secretary, 


i you want Money without Fees—amounts 
£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr, 
O. CLIBURN, personally if possible, 43. Great Tower. 
street. 
O TRUSTEES, EXOUTORS, and 
Others.--J Jewellery and Plate Purchased,~ 
Messrs. Hunt & ROSKELL (late Storr & Mortimer) 
Buy, at full market prices, for immediate cash, Silver 
Plate, Jewellery, Diamonds, Pearls, and other gems. 
—Jewellers an Silversmiths to H.M. The Queen, 156, 


New Bond-street, 
4, VAS for PROBATE, &.— 


WATHERSTON & SON "(Licensed 
Valuerge a 12, 2, Pall Mall East, 8. W., offer their services 
to the Profession in the case of Gold, Silver, 
Jewellery, and objects of Art and Value. 


OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, Solici. 
tors, &c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 1 
Strand, and 36, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES 
or smaller collections of Books, in town cr country, 
5 3 the utmost value in cash; also value for 
ROBATE, Experienced valuers gunaty sent, 
Removals without trouble og expense to 
Established 1816. Telegraphic Address, 
London. Code in use, Unicode. 


JNO. STEVENSON & COWPER, 
MIDDLESBROUGH, 
VALUERS OF IRONWORKS, MINES, AND COLLIERIES, 
Partnerships and Sales and Purchases negotiated, 


Middlesbrough Corporaticn 3 per Cent. Debenture 
Stock: prospectuses on application. 


Telegrams, “ Iron.”’ 


SEAL ENGRAVING, 
ECCLESIASTICAL, CORPORATE, & HERALDIC, 


BOOK-PLATES IN MEDIZ: VAL AND MODERN 
STYLES DESIGNED AND ENGRAVED. 


THOMAS MORING, 
First Avenue Hotel Buildings, High Holborn, W.C 
Telephone No, 2,730, 
_ Seals ‘for Companies Engraved and fitted to Presses. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE {a3 MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whee 0 
the Judicial Bench, siendommees of London, &¢ 

















sallers, 
Bookmen, 











ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Olerks of the Peace, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


_ 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


ESTABLISHED a. 
IRKBEOK BAN K.= 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane. 

THREE per CENT. INTEREST allowed on 
DEO oa ~* oxene on demand. 

oO INTEREST on OURRENT 
ACCOUNTS celculated on the minimum monthly 
balances, when not drawn below £100, 

The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
Securities and Valuables; the collection of Bills of 
Exchange, Dividends, and ‘Coupons; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares, and Annuities, Lettersot 
Credit ene Circular N otes issued, 

The BIRKBECK ALMANAOK, with full particu 
lars, post-free, on applica’ 





tion. 
NOLS y RAV ENSOROFT. Manager _ 


pusnise your HOUSKS uc Arasi- 
MENTS 1 THROUGHOUT on 


‘S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The original, best, and must liberai, Suite all 
Founded a.D. 1868, 
¥ urnish direct from ee from £10 # 


Cash prices. No extra charge for time given. 
Untalogues, estimates, wr eres opinions, testimonial, 














wol 


suf 


TI 


tol 





